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CURRENT TOPICS. 
Tue cuampers of Mr. Justice Cutrry will be open during Vaca- 
tion for the business of all the judges of the Chancery Division. 
The Vacation notice is not as yet issued, but there is good reason 


|| to believe that the firat day of Vacation sittings in court will be the 


21st inst. 





Ur to THe END of the present week the number of witness actions 
disposed of by each of the five judges of the Chancery Division 
is approximately as follows :—Mr. Justice Kay has disposed of 41 ; 


|| Mr. Justice Currry, 13; Mr. Justice Norru, 6; Mr. Justice 


Srietinc, 1; and Mr. Justice Kexewicu, 42; makiog in all 
103, At the beginning of the sittings the witness actions in the 
five lists numbered 353, so that 250 witness actions will go over 
to the Michaelmas Sittings, besides about 130 which have been set 
down since the issue of the printed lists. 





Tue Trust Funps Investment Bill was read a third time and 
passed in the House of Lords on Monday last, and now awaits the 
Royal Assent. At the last moment there was added to the Bill a 
new clause, described as “giving to local authorities the same 
powers of investment as were given to trustees, but with certain 
modifications.” 





Ir 18 unpERstToop that Mr. Baron Pottocx is deliberating whethet 
he shall transact business in the Chancery chambers during vacation 
on the days on which he sits in court. It will be remembered that 
during the last Long Vacation complaints were loud when this practice 
was followed, and the Vacation Judge sat in chambers before sitting 
in court. It happened more than once last year that a large 
number of counsel and solicitors, besides suitors, were kept waiting 
in court for the appearance of the judge, who, by reason of the 
heavy work in chambers, was detained an hour or more beyond the 
time fixed for the court to sit. If the judge really desires to re- 
duce the time devoted to Chancery butiness to one day a week, 
possibly he might see fit to attend at chambers after sitting in 
court, instead of before. But, in any case, to take the two classes of 
business on the same day would prove an arduous task, and during 
the first half of the time the work to be done is generally enough 
for two days. 





A RaTHeER comic state of things seems likely to arise on the argu- 
ment of the rule nisi for a mandamus to the ‘ Vice-Registrar” at 
the office of Land Registry which was granted on Monday. The rule 
is moved for on behalf of the Nottingham Corporation, in order to 
decide the question whether charges under the Public Health Act 
in respect of improvements require registration under the Land 
Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888. The form of the 
rule is for a mandamus to the Vice-Registrar to register one of these 
charges. But the corporation, while applying to compel the re- 
gistration of the charge, are most anxious that their application 
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should be refused, on the ground of the cost likely to be occasioned 
by the registration of all the charges of this description subsisting 
in their town. On the other hand, perhaps the ‘‘ Vice-Registrar”’ 
will appear to argue against the issue of the mandamus, while 
most keenly desirous that it should be granted, on the ground of 
the increase of fees to the office in consequence of the 
registration of all these charges throughout England. How 
the matter is to be satisfactorily argued under these conditions we 
fail to eee. We do not express any opinion upon the question of 
construction of the Act, which alone must come before the court, 
but we have little doubt that the intention of its promoters was to 
include these charges within its scope. The Act was meant to 
give security toa purchaser of land, and how can he be secure un- 
less he bas the means of discovering these charges on the land? The 
statement that the 650 charges a year of this kind at Nottingham 
will cost over £1,000 a year to register, taxes our faith a good deal. 
The fee for registration prescribed by the rule as to fees of the 1st 
of January last is 2s. 6d. per name. 











Tue Escnear (Procedure) Act, 1887, was a rather strong 
instance of the practice which has recently come into vogue 
of deputing legislation to rule makers. Eleven venerable 
enactments relating to escheat procedure were repealed, and in 
eubstitution for them, it was provided that the Lord Chancellor, 
with the assent of the Treasury, may make rules for the procedure 
‘‘on and incidental to and consequential on the holding of 
inquiries” into the title of the Crown ‘‘to any real estate or any 
interest therein in cases of escheat or alleged escheat.” The only 
material limitations of the discretion of the rule makers imposed by 
the statute are that the rules ‘shall provide that an inquisition 
touching real estate shall find of whom the real estate was held, 
and that every inquisition shall be forthwith returned in the Central 
Office of the Supreme Court, and that every person aggrieved by 
any such inquisition shall be entitled to traverse the same, or to 
object thereto, in such manner as may from time to time be 
directed by rules of court.” This Act received the Royal Assent 
on the 16th of September, 1887, and on the 25th of July, 1889, 
rules (which will be found in another column) were signed in pur- 
suance of its provisions. It is obvious, therefore, that the delega- 
tion of legislation to the Lord Chancellor was not in this case justi- 
fied by any urgent need for alteration, and as the rules now made 
cover only three pages of small foolscap paper, there can have been 
no grounds of Jength or complexity to prevent them from being 
s:heduled to the Act. The new rules set out by saying that they 
are made with the assent of the Treasury, but there is no signature 
on behalf of the Treasury appended to the copy we have received. 





THE SOLICITOR: 


this protest appears to have set himself, since he became Lord 
Chancellor, to extend in every possible way that “‘silent and 
secret mode of altering the law ” to which, before his elevation to 
his present position, he had so strong an objection. 
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PROBABLY THERE ARE few questions which are more frequently 
asked of solicitors by their clients, or which solicitors find a greater 
difficulty in answering, than the time it will take before a particular 
matter will be heard. The difficulty of determining this is par- 
ticularly great in the case of originating summonses; because 
several unknown elements are involved in the problem. First, 
before the summons is issued, there is the question as to which 
judge it will come before. For one learned judge will hear a 
matter out in chambers which another would certainly adjourn 
into court. Then, if it is a case likely to be adjourned into court, 
it may be before a judge who has a separate list for adjourned sum- 
monses, or it may be before a judge who will consign it to his 
general non-witness list. These separate lists, too, are disposed of 
at very variable rates. Mr. Justice Kay had got to the end of the 
adjourned summonses set down in his list for Trinity Sittings by 
the 25th of June; but Mr. Justice Norrn had not got to the end 
of his Easter list a week later. But even if there is a reasonable 
probability of the summons being disposed of at chambers, it is not 
always easy to say how soon this will be done. For it may, firet 
of all, have to come before the chief clerk for directions as to the 
parties to be served. Then he may adjourn it for further informa- 
tion to be given him as to the title of the parties claiming, or for 
some other reason; and as there is always a risk of costs being dis- 
allowed if all parties interested are served without having firat 
obtained a direction, this preliminary delay has often to be incurred. 
Where the relief sought is of a nature to permit it, and where all 
parties are willing to incur the additional expense, the quickest 
and surest way of getting a matter disposed of is probably to issue 
a writ, and set the case down for trial as a short cause. It will 
rarely take more than a fortnight from the time of setting down 
for a short cause to be heard ; and there is an absence of any risk 
of delay from some unforeseen cause, which will often more than 
compensate for the additional expense. The uncertainty of the 
length of delay is not, of course, much greater with adjourned 
summonses than it is with actions, when once they have become 
adjourned. For instance, as an example of the amount of chance 
involved in legal matters, it may be noted that the action which 
stood thirty-fifth in Mr. Justice Srrrtive’s witness list for the Easter 
Sittings, and which was transferred to Mr. Justice Kexewicu, was 
heard on the 16th of July, while the action which stood fifth in 
the same list, and which was not transferred, cannot now be heard 
before next November. 





Tuanks to the intervention of Mr. H. H. Fowrer, who really | 


seems to be the only lawyer member of the House of Commons 
who bestows any atiention on proposed legislation affecting the 
interests of the legal profession, the Public Trustee Bill was with- 
drawa on Tuesday last. Mr. Fowxer intimated that the Bill 
would meet with the most strenuous opposition, on the ground, to 
which we called attention three weeks ago, that it was a Bill not to 
legislate, but to give the Lord Chancellor power to legislate. We 
pointed out in some detail that the Bill was merely a kind of peg 
on which the Lord Chancellor was to hang any provisions on the 
subject which might seem to him (or his draftsman) advisable. 
This is, perhaps, the most outrageous instance of legislative 
delegation which has yet been attempted, but it is very desirable 
that attention should be drawn to the extent to which this system 
of legislation by rule is creeping in upon all kinds of subjects, and 
the enormous power of affecting the rights and interests of large 
sections of the community which has already been taken from 
Parliament and confided to officials or bodies of officials. There 
may be some reason in placing the power to regulate legal pro- 
cedure in a committee of judges—though we all know that they 
may be led into the strangest blunders—but to confide general 
legislation to the Lord Chancellor is very like a return to the 
primitive system of government by the Cadi. It is now just about 
six years since Sir Harpince Grrranp, iu the debate in the House 
of Commons on the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, took occa- 
sion to protest against ‘‘ rHIs SILENT AND SECRET MODE OF ALTERING 
THE LAW” by rules. It seems not a Jittle odd that the author of 





Ir seems not improbable that the Court of Appeal would in any 
case have reversed the decision of Kexewicu, J., in Glasier v. Rolls, 
: but coming, as the appeal did, just after the recent decision of the 
House of Lords in Peek v. Derry (ante, p. 589), there could be no 
doubt as to the result. It is useful, however, as shewing how 
completely the growing jurisdiction over directors and promoters of 
) public companies has been checked. The case was very simple. 
| A statement was made, on behalf of the vendor of a business to 4 
limited liability company, that the profits had been seventeen per 
cent. on the capital employed. Kexewicn, J., found that this was 
untrue, but much discussion took place on the meaning of the 
phrase “‘ capital employed,” and Fry, L.J., upon his interpretation 
of it, considered the estimate was well within the mark. 
But, true or false, it could not be brought home to the vendor, 
and, at most, he subsequently ratified it by seeing the pros- 
pectus which contained it and then taking the money which 
was invested on the faith of it. It is quite possible that, 
until the law was changed, there was enough here to make him 
liable in the so-called action of deceit, as for a misstatement made 
recklessly and without any reasonable justification. But even 
then it would be an extreme application of the doctrine. He 
shewed, indeed, his good faith by striking out a statement of 
twenty per cent. profits in the early draft prospectuses, and the 
prospectus in its final shape he never saw before it was issued. 
But now that actual fraud is necessary to sustain the action, there 
was clearly no case against him. It is still possible that the 
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Legislature may step in and revive the jurisdiction which common 
law principles have been strong enough to kill; but, till that time 
comes, directors and promoters may be thankful that equity is no 
longer a living system. 


In THE case of Re Prytherch, Prytherch vy. Williams (ante, p. 
629), Norru, J., added one more burden to those which a mort- 
gagee in possession already has to bear. Of course, since the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, the matter has become of less importance, 
it being obviously much better for the mortgagee to appoint a 
receiver, who, under section 24 (2), is to be deemed the agent 
of the mortgagor, and for whose acts and defaults the mort- 
gagor is to be alone responsible, than to go into possession himeelf. 
But if circumstances compel him to have resort to this remedy, he 
must look upon the step as final. Once in possession, there he 
must remain until the mortgagor is good enough to redeem him, 
and the law knows of no means by which, against the will of the 
mortgagor, he can rid himself of the responsibilities he has 
assumed. The point seems to be uncovered by any case or 
authority, and this was regarded as conclusive that the right to 
withdraw from possession does not exist; but it is by no means 
clear why such an inference should be drawn. It may be 
said that the mortgagee has teken possession as legal owner 
under his conveyance—viz., the mortgage deed—and that, having 
done so, he cannot go out at will. But after possession he is no 
more an absolute owner than before, and his rights are not finally 
settled until he has foreclosed. ‘There seems, indeed, no more 
natural impossibility in his quitting possession than in his taking 
it, and in the absence of authority it would have been satisfactory 
to have had the question settled upon some intelligible principle 
rather than by a mere inference from the circumstance that there 
were no previous decisions. The very fact that the law compels 
the mortgagee while in possession to account so strictly might be a 
good reason for holding that he should not be required to retain 
possession longer than suited his own purposes. Upon this view he 
ought to be able at will to give the land up again to the mort- 
gagor, and upon the latter would fall any inconvenience that might 
result, as one of the ordinary incidents of the mortgage. 


A CORRESPONDENT says :—‘‘ It may be of interest to the pro- 
fession to know that Mr. Justice Wits, sitting in chambers, has 
held that, where a defendant has brought in a third party to an 
action and succeeded in establishing that such third party was 
bound to indemnify the defendant against the plaintiff’s claim, the 
defendant is entitled to be paid his costs as between solicitor and 
client of defending the action brought against him. It is, I 
believe, the first decision so given.” We hope hereafter to obtain 
a report of this decision. Butes v. Burchell (W. N., 1884, p. 108) 
and Jablochkoff, §c., Co. v. McMurdo (1b. 94) are instances of a 
third party being ordered to pay the defendant’s costs, but in 
— of these cases were costs given as between solicitor and 
client. 


THE THREATENED BLOCK IN THE COUNTY 
COURTS. 
Tne arrears of business in the metropolitan county courts, and in 
the provincial courts of the great commercial and manufacturing 
centres, to which we have already had occasion to refer (ante, p. 
570), are, no doubt, in great measure, attributable to the operation 
of section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888, whereby it is pro- 
vided that any action of contract, in which the claim indorsed on 
the writ does not exceed £100, may be remitted from the High 
Court to the county court. Substantially, the effect of this section 
has been to impose upon many of the county courts as much 
additional work as if the original jurisdiction of those courts over 
actions of contract had been increased from £50 to £100. Whether 
such a result was ever anticipated by the Legislature may perhaps 
be doubtful, though it seems to be the natural consequence of a 


provision which involves this absurdity—namely, that a plaintiff’ 


who hasa claim for over £50 and less than £100 must commence his 
action in the High Court, and on application a judge of that court 
must (in the absence of special reasons) remit it to a county court 
(see Curtis v. Stovin, ante, p. 227). 








We have reason to believe that some of the metropolitan county 
courts have already tried, during the current legal year, twice as 
many remitted actions as were disposed of by them in the corre- 
sponding period of last year. But no mere figures indicating the 
number of remitted actions now tried in the county courts can really 
afford a true measure of the increased labours of our county court 
judges. The nature of the cases which are now disposed of in the 
county courts must also be taken into consideration, and the time 
which the trial of each case consumes. Now it is only reasonable 
to conclude that one result of increasing the limit of the derivative 
jurisdiction of the county courts over actions of contract from £50 to 
£100 must be to impose upon the judges of those courts the duty 
of determining, far more frequently than they have hitherto been 
in the habit of doing, difficult and important questions of law and 
fact. To enable them to adjudicate satisfactorily upon such 
questions will often necessarily involve lengthy arguments, the 
citation of numerous authorities, and the delivery of considered 
judgments. But, if such a mode of procedure is to be often adopted 
in the county courts, how will it be possible for the judges of 
those courts to get through their work within reasonable limits of 
time? In order to prevent an accumulation of arrears of business 
in their courts, they will eventually be obliged, though reluctantly, 
to resort to a rough-and-ready method of administering justice, 
which cannot fail to impair their judicial reputation, and is certain 
to promote grave dissatisfaction amongst suitors. 

To indicate an adequate remedy for the state of things we have 
been describing is, we admit, a task not altogether free from diffi- 
culty. Possibly it may be considered feasible somewhat to increase 
the jurisdiction of the registrars over disputed claims, and thus to 
lighten the heavy burden which, in some courts, the judge has now 
to bear. In the metropoliten county courts, and in some of the 
larger provincial courts, this might, we consider, be accomplished 
with advantage. For it seems doubtful whether section 92 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, which enables the registrar, on the 
application of the parties and by leave of the judge, to hear and 
determine any disputed claim, where the sum claimed or amount 
involved does not exceed £2, really affords adequate relief to the 
judges of such last-mentioned courts, though it is believed that it 
does operate to materially diminish the labours of those county 
court judges who preside over courts situated in rural and agri- 
cultural districts, as in such courts the proportion of small debt 
cases under £2 to the cases in which the amount claimed exceeds 
that figure is far greater than it is elsewhere. Whether, however, 
to further increase the contentious jurisdiction of county court 
registrars would be a wise step, is a question which cannot fail to 
give rise to considerable controversy; but, at all events, it seems 
quite clear that, at an early date, something will have to be done 
in order to relieve the judges of our larger and more important 
county courts of a portion of their work, unless the speedy and 
efficient administration of justice in those courts is to be allowed to 
suffer. 





——— 








THE RESCISSION CLAUSE IN CONDITIONS OF SALE, 


Tne Court of Appeal bas affirmed the recent decision of Curry, J., 
in Re The 163rd Starr-Bowkett Building Society's Contract, and 
indeed, considering the modern tendency of the law to construe con- 
ditions of sale literally, and to leave the purchaser to look after his 
own interests for himself, they seem to have had little option in the 
matter; though the result shews how risky it is for a purchaser to 
enter into a contract under conditions containing the clause there in 
question. This was to the effect that in case he should, within a 
specified number of days after delivery of the abstract of title, make 
any objection to or requisition on the title, which the vendors 
should be unable or unwilling to remove or comply with, the 
vendors should be at liberty at any time thereafter, notwithstanding 
any attempt to remove or comply with such objection or! requisi- 
tion, by notice in writing to annul the contract, and to return to 
the purchaser his deposit money without interest, costs, or compen- 
sation. Such a provision, if it is to be construed literally, leaves 
the contract entirely at the mercy of the vendor ; for the purchaser 
has only to send in objections in the usual way to enable the 
former at once to give notice of rescission. In other words, the pur- 
chaser must accept without demur such a title as may be offered to 
him, or else run the risk of losing his contract and incurring the 
expense he has been put to ueelessly. This, however, is the result 











at which the Court of Appeal have arrived, and clearly the fault is 
not in the law, but in the condition and those who choose to buy 
under it. As long as vendors find purchssers willing to relieve 
them of their proper duty to make out a good title, it will, doubt- 
less, continue to be used ; the best check upon it will probably be 
a decision like the present—which shows its real effect. 

As to the principles which now guide the court in the interpre- 
tation of conditions of sale generally, it is enough to refer to the 
vigorous language of Lord Esnrr, M.R., in Re Terry and White's 
Contract (34 W. R. 379, 32 Ch. D. 14). Whether they are more 
or less stringent, in all cases the purchaser bids, knowing of their 
existence and agreeing to be bound by them. Consequently they 
are to be construed exactly in the same way in a court of equity 
as in a court of law. ‘‘ They are to be construed according to the 
ordinary interpretation of language as used in business, unless 
there is something in the subject-matter which obliges the court 
—not which entitles the court, but which obliges the court—to 
read the language otherwise than in its ordinary sense.” This of 
course represents a policy very different to that of the old cases, 
and these afford numerous examples of the manner in which the 
strict letter of conditions was interfered with in order to protect 

urchasers from what were regarded as unreasonable stipulations. 
hether this will in any case now be done may be doubted. In 
Terry and White's Contract (supra) it was held that under a con- 
dition against allowing compensation the purchaser could not 
insist upon completion with compensation, even although there had 
been a material misdescription. But a much stronger instance 
would be a suit by the vendor for specific performance under 
similar circumstances, and this, wherever it occurs, will really 
shew how fer the present tendency is to be carried. 

But as to rescission clauses, including the one in question in the 
recent case, there can be no doubt. Where there is a condition 
that the vendor may rescind in the event of a purchaser insisting 
upon an objection, Duddell v. Simpson (15 W. R. 115, L. R. 2 
Ch. 102) decided that mere insisting gave the right to rescind, and 
that there was no locus penitentic for a purchaser who wished after 
that to waive his objection. The doctrine of a locus penitentice was 
also repudiated in Re Dawes and Wood (33 W. R. 685, 29 Ch. D. 
626). Clearly, then, if the condition gives the right to rescind 
upon making an objection, instead of upon insisting upon it, the 
same rule of construction applies. A purchaser who chooses to 
fend in any objection or requisition does this at his own risk, and 
is the vendor forthwith rescinds, there is here aleo no locus peni- 
tentie for him, and the contract is at an end. 

There is, indeed, a doctrine, too firmly established for the Court 
of Appeal directly to repudiate it, that the vendor must not act 
capriciously, but this must be taken in connection with the rule 
laid down in Re Glenton and Haden (53L T. 434), that, although 
the vendor must have a reason for rescinding, he is not bound to 
state it. Consequently, if the purchaeer wants to set up caprice in 
the vendor, the burden of proof is thrown entirely on him, and he 
is little likely to succeed if the vendor, like a wise map, holds his 
tongue. 

Perhaps it is not unsatisfactory that conditions of sale should be 
thus left to work out their own destiny. No one need become a 
purchaser against his will, and as soon as vendors discover that 
stringent clauses, as interpreted by modern law, tend to damp 
sales, they will be ready enough to adopt those more reasonable 
forms to which the old judges attempted to bind them. 








STAMP DUTY ON THE ASSIGNMENT OF GOODWILL. 


Tux decisions of the Court of Appeal last week in Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue v. Angus § Co. and Same v. Lewis § Co. would have 
been more to the point had they been delivered earlier, but they 
may still be useful in cases depending on the Stamp Act, 1870, 
before it was altered by the Customs and Inland Revenue Act 
of the present year. They both involved the question whether an 
agreement for the sale of the goodwill of a business amounts to a 
conveyance on sale within the meaning of the former Act so as to 
be chargeable with an ad valorem duty ; and this, in turn, depends 
upon the two subsidiary questions—first, whether an agreement 
for the sale of property generally is equivalent to a conveyance ; 
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other property, and as passing in all cases by agreement only, 
provided this includes the usual stipulations sgainst competition. 
The first question turns, of course, on section 70 of the Stamp 
Act, 1870, which provides that the term ‘‘ conveyance on ssle” 
shall include ‘‘ every instrument whereby any property 
upon the sale thereof is legally or equitably transferred to or 
vested in the purchaser or any other person on his behalf and 
by his direction.” Upon these words it is arguable that a mere 
contract for sale is an instrument by which the property affected 
by it is equitably transferred, and, in ordinary matters affecting 
the sale of land, the courts have gone as far as they possibly could 
in putting the purchaser, from the time of the contract, in the 
position of owner of the estate. But although this effect may be 
given to the contract, and the purchaser may be said to be in 
equity already the owner, yet it is a very different thing to say 
that the contract is itself a conveyance. A much more reason- 
able interpretation was given to the section by the Master of the 
Rolls when he said that the words were to be read distributively, 
the word ‘‘legal’’ referring to conveyances of legal property, and 
the word “equitable” to conveyances of equitable property ; and 
Lord Justice Linney clenched the matter by saying that an 
agreement for the transfer of property was no more a transfer of 
that property than an agreement for a marriage was a marriage. 
We have already suggested (ante, p. 376) the apparently conclusive 
argument that express legislative provision was thought necessary 
to compel an agreement for a lease to be stamped as a lease. 

It is a pity that the officials at Somerset House should have been 
allowed so long to put their own interpretation upon their duties 
under the Act of 1870, but the remarks of the Master of the Rolls 
will usefully enlighten them on this point, and also on the position 
of the public generally in matters of taxation. It has been the 
custom, when agreements for the sale of businesses and premises 
have been brought there for registration under the Companies Act, 
for the officials to refuse to register them unless and until they had 
a guarantee or undertaking that the premises themselves should be 
afterwards duly conveyed by a properly stamped instrument, and, 
further, that the price of the goodwill of the undertaking should 
also be subjected to an ad valorem stamp duty. This somewhat 
arbitrary action on their part is now, however, shewn to have been 
quite indefensible, for the Master of the Rolls very clearly laid 
down the principle that if the parties are content with an agree- 
ment for sale as shewing their title toe the property, they are not 
bound to go further, and it is no fraud on the Crown for them not 
todo so. If there is a means of transferring property without an 
instrument of conveyance, then business men are not only entitled 
to use it, but it is the most sensible course to take, and if there is 
a means by which they can escape the stamp duty, they are foolish 
if they do not take it. 

But the argument in the Court of Appeal turned largely upon 
the second question, whether an agreement for the sale of the good- 
will, which includes stipulations by the vendors not to compete, is 
not really the conveyance of the goodwill. The court, however, 
very clearly held the contrary. It was decided as far back as 1854, 
in the case of Polfer vy. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (10 Ex. 
147), that goodwill was property under the Stamp Acts, and that 
an instrument assigning it was subject to an ad valorem stamp 
duty. This case, which overruled Belcher vy. Sikes (6 B. & C. 234), 
was followed in Christie v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
(L. R. 2 Ex. 46) and Phillips v. The Same (L. R. 2 Ex. 399). 
It had never been decided, however, that an agreement for 
the sale of goodwill required such a stamp, and the Crown, 
apparently, was never entitled to demand it. A remark by 
Linvtzy, L.J., indeed, in the recent case, would seem to 
throw considerable doubt upon the question whether goodwill, 
when it consists mainly of an agreement not to compete, is 
really property at all. It seems absurd to say that a renuncia- 
tion of a right to trade is property. It is quite different, of course, 
when goodwill attaches to premises and increases their value. In 
such a case it is the premises that are conveyed, with all their ad- 
vantages and capacities, and any extra sum that may be given for 
them, because an undertaking has been successfully carried on 
there, is not a payment for goodwill, but for the premises, and will 
consequently raise the ad valorem stamp duty when they are con- 
veyed. This was clearly decided in the case of Zhe Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue y. Glasgow and South-Western Railway Co. 





and, secondly, whether goodwill is to be treated as different from 


(12 App. Cas. 315). But in the case of professional and purely 
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personal businesses, where the goodwill consists of personal 
rights against the vendor—as, for example, when he agrees to 
introduce the purchaser to his old clients or customers and to 
refrain from competition, it seems absurd to call goodwill property. 
Yet it has been the custom ever since Potter v. Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue to consider it as such. Potxock, C.B, in that case 
had clearly the distinction in his mind, for he said in his judg- 
ment :—‘* And very frequently the goodwill of a business or pro- 
fession, without any interest in land connected with it, is made the 
subject of sale, though there is nothing tangible in it: it is merely 
the advantage of the recommendation of the vendor to his connec- 
tions, and his agreeing to abstain from all competition with the 
vendee. Still, it is a valuable thing belonging to himself, and 
which he may sell to another for a pecuniary consideration.” Lord 
Justice LuypLey’s remark would seem to throw considerable doubt 
upon this, and, if the case were to arise, it may be that the above 
decision would, as regards purely personal businesses, be overruled. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
SIMPLIFICATION OF TITLE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—While so much discussion is taking place on the question of 
legislation for the simplification of title, it may be interesting to 
consider what is being done by conveyancers in that direction under 
the existing state of the law. On this subject I can mention an 
incident which will probably surprise many of your readers. 

I have for some years had under my management the trusts of a 
personalty settlement, under which much of the money was laid out 
in land in accordance with the powers of the settlement. The 
various portions of real estate so purchased were conveyed to the 
trustees, A., B., C., and D., in fee simple without any reference to 
the settlement. In the course of time A., B., and C. died, and D. 
wished to retire, and E., F., and G. were appointed new trustees, and 
the different properties were conveyed by D. to E., F., and G. by 
separate deeds not mentioning the settlement, but merely reciting 
that D. was seised of the properties in trust for E., F., and G. as he 
did thereby declare. In the course of time also the tenants for life 
under the settlement died, the succession duty becoming due upon 
their deaths was duly paid, and E., F., and G. proceeded to sell the 
land in order to divide the proceeds according to the trusts of the 
settlement. They made out their title by (1) the conveyances to 
A., B., C., and D., (2) the deaths of A., B., and C., and (3) the con- 
veyances from D. to themselves. 

But then the difficulty occurred that a purchaser might call for 
the receipts for the succession duty payable on the deaths of A., B., 
and C. To meet this possible requisition I applied to the authorities 
at Somerset House, and, after a good deal of difficulty, induced them 
to give me a certificate a the properties and certifying that 
the Revenue had no claim on them for any succession duty in 
respect of the deaths of A., B., and C. But the extraordinary part of 
the story is that the clerks at Somerset House declared that this was 
the first certificate of the kind that had ever been granted; and that 
all other certificates had mentioned the settlement and the death of 
the party on whose death duty became payable. Of course a certifi- 
cate in the latter form let the cat out of the bag and was useless. 

It would seem, therefore, that conveyancers in general are not 
sufficiently careful in availing themselves of the means which already 
exist for keeping settlements off the title, and trustees are accordingly 
obliged to abstract the settlement, and all appointments of new 
trustees, and to give evidence of the deaths of the beneficiaries and 
the payment of all succession duty which has become payable, and to 
undertake to produce to the purchaser the settlement, and appoint- 
ments, and other documents. Let the law be amended as much as 

ou will, clumsy practitioners will keep the costs heavy ; and let the 
aw remain complicated, skilful practitioners will make costs light. 
PRUDENS. 


COMPENSATION—COSTS—57 GEO. 3, C. 29, SS. 80, 81, 82. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Under the powers of an Act, commonly called Michael 
Angelo Taylor’s Act (57 Geo. 3, c. 29), the public authorities referred 
to in that Act are empowered, by section 81, to take lands for public 
purposes, and it is provided that, where an agreement as to value is not 
effected, the value of the property taken shall be subject to inquiry 
and essessment by a jury. 

The Act seems to be silent on the point as to who shall bear the 
costs of such inquiry where the amount recovered by the person 
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public authorities; but states (section 82) that where the amount 
recovered is less than the sum previously offered, the owner of the 
lands taken shall psy the whole costs of the inquiry. 

What is the position of a person whose lands have been taken 
under the above Act as to the costs of an inquiry (such costs consisting 
of counsel’s fees, surveyors, &c.) where he recovers by the verdict of a 
jury twice as much as he had been offered by the public authority 
taking his lands ¢ Y. 8. M, 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ESCHEAT PROCEDURE RULES, 1389 


MADE, WITH THE ASSENT OF THE Lorps CoMMISSIONERS OF HER 
MaAsesty’s TREASURY: PuRSUANT TO THE EscHEAT (PRO- 
CEDURE) Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c, 53). 

1. In these Rules— 

‘The Commissioners” means the person or persons appointed as 
commissioner or commissioners by any Commission under 
the Great Seal or Wafer Great Seal to hold an inquest touch- 
ing any real estate or any interest therein escheated or 
supposed to have escheated or been forfeited to the Crown 
either by the common law or by statute or both, and in- 
cludes a person having power to hold such an inquest by 
virtue of bis office. 

‘** County” includes a county of a city, or a county of a town, and 
also a riding, parts, or division of a county, and the county of 
the City of London. 

2. Where more Commissioners than one are named in a Commis- 
sion, any one or more of them may, unless the Commission other- 
wise directs, exercise all the powers of the Commissioners. 

3. The inquest shall be held openly and publicly, at such con- 
venient place as the Commissioners appoint, in the county in which 
the lands in relation to which the inquest is held are situate; and 
may be adjourned from time to time and from place to place. 

4. The number of the jury shall be twelve, but the Commissioners 
may proceed with a number not less than nine. The jurors shall be 
returned and empannelled by the sheriff of the county and sworn by 
the Commissioners to give a true verdict. 

5. The attendance of witnesses may be enforced by Crown Office 
subpoena. 

6. The Commissioners shall permit every person to give evidence, 
and shall permit any person claiming or setting up any title to the 
real estate therein, which is the subject-matter of the inquest, to be 
heard, and to cross-examine any witness by himself, or his attorney, 
or counsel. 

7. The Commissioners may, if it appears to them expedient, dis- 
char, * : jury, and thereupon a fresh jury shall be returned and em- 

anelled. 

si 8. On proof to the satisfaction of the Commissiouers that a witness 

is dead or is unable to attend the inquest by reason of illness or absence 

from England and Wales, the Commissioners may, if they think fit, 
receive his evidence on affidavit made before one of the Com- 
missioners, or by a declaration made under the Statutory Declarations 

Act, 1835, or by an affidavit made before any person for the time 

being authorized to administer an oath, for the purposes of any 

proceedings in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

9, The Commissioners may takethe verdict or finding of a majority 
of the jury. 

10. The inquisition shall be in writing or print, or both, and shall 
be under the hands and seals of the Commissioners present, and of 
the jurors concurring therein. 

11. An inquisition touching real estate shall find of whom the real 
estate was held, and shall contain a finding with respect to every 
other material matter specified in the Commission. 

12 The inquisition need not be indented. No counterpart thereof 
need be delivered to any of the jury. 

13. The Commission together with the inquisition taken there- 
under shall be forthwith returned into the Central Office of the 
Supreme Court of Judicature, and shall be filed in the Crown Office 
Department. 

14. A melivs inquirendum under the same Commission, as to the 
whole or any part of the matters specified in the Commission, shall 
be awarded from time to time on the fiat of the Attorney-General ; or 
the Lord High Chancellor may in gny case award a melius in- 
quirendum. 

15. Upon an award of melius inquirendum, the inquest shall be held 

de novo, except so far as the award of melius inguirendum may 

direct that the first of any former inquisition shall stand good. The 
proceedings on the melius inquirendum shall be the same, mutatis 
mutandis, as on @ first inquest. 





whose lands are taken exceeds the sum previously offered by such 


16. Any person claiming or setting up any title to the real estate 
or interest therein, which is the subject-matter of the inquest, 
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whether upon a first inquest or on an inquest held under a melius 
inquirendum, shall be entitled to traverse the same, or to object 
thereto in such manner as may be from time to time directed by the 
rules of the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

17. No proceeding or inquisition under these rules shall be 
quashed or avoided by any omission or informality which is capable 
of being supplied or amended, and the High Court of Justice or 
a judge thereof, on motion or summons, may make any amend- 
ment or direct any proceedings which may be just. The court 
or judge may at any time direct that the inquisition shall stand 
good, rotwithstanding any defect specified in the direction, and 
any such direction shall be forthwith indorsed on the inquisition 
by the proper officer, and shall have effect as part of the inquisition. 

18. The foregoing rules may be applied, mutatis mutandis, and so 
far as it is not otherwise provided by law, to inquests of office touch- 
ing forfeiture of lands, or of any estate or interest in lands by reason 
of alienage or otherwise, and to inquests (by whomsoever held or 
taken) touching any title or claim of the Crown to or in respect of 
goods or chattels or to orin respect of lands or interest in lands other- 
wise than by way of escheat, but nothing in this rule shall in- 
validate any proceedings conducted otherwise than in accordance with 
these rules which would otherwise be valid. 

19. These rules shall apply, mu :tis mutandis, to inquests iu rela- 
tion to lands or interests in lands or goods and chattels claimed in 
right of the Duchy of Cornwall, and at any time when the possessions 
of the said Duchy are not in the possession of or enjoyed by Her 
Majesty, the Attorney-General of the Prince of Wales and Duke of 
Cornwall shall be substituted for the Attorney-General. 

20. These rules shall not apply to inquiries into the title of Her 
Majesty in right of Her Duchy of Lancaster. 

21. These rules shall be so construed that no right title or preroga- 
tive of the Crown is thereby taken away or prejudiced. 

22. These rules shall apply only to England and Wales. 

23. These rules may & cited as the Escheat Procedure Rules, 
1889, 

July 25th, 1889. 


(Signed) HAtspury, C, 








CASES OF THE WEEK.* 


Court of Appeal, 
PRICE ». MANHING—No. 2, 30th July. 


Evipswcs—Ricut or Oross-8XAMINATION—DEFENDANT CALLED AS WITNESS 
BY PLAtnTirFr. 


In this case a question arose as to the right of cross-examining a wit- 
ness. At the trial of the action the plaintiff called the defendant as a 
witness on his behalf. He was examined by the plaintiff’s counsel, and 
was then cross-examined by his own counsel. In re-examination the 
plaintiff's counsel attempted to put questions to the witness of the 
nature of cross-examination, and Kay, J., refused to allow this to be 
done. On the appeal it was argued that the defendant was from his 

tion necessarily a hostile witness to the plaintiff, and that, there- 
ore, the plaintiff was, as a matter of right, entitled to cross-examine 
him. Reliance was placed upon Clarke v. Saffery (Ry. & Mood. 126), 
in which, in the course of the trial, the plaintiff's counsel called the 
defendant, and, on an objection being taken by the defendant’s counsel 
to the mode of examining him, Best, O.J., said, ‘‘ There is no fixed rule 
which binds the counsel calling a witness to a particular mode of 
examining him. If a witness, by his conduct in the box, shews him- 
self decidedly adverse, it is always in the discretion of the judge 
to allow a cross-examination ; but if a witness called stands in a situation 
which of necessity makes him adverse to the party calling him, as is the 
case here, the counsel may, as matter of right, cross-examine him.’’ But in 
a note to that case the reporter states that in another case, where a similur 
objection was taken, and a cross-examination of an adverse witness 
allowed, Abbott, C.J, said, ‘‘ I mean to decide this and no further, that in 
each particular case thero must be some discretion in the presiding judge 
as to the mode in which the examination shall be conducted, in order best 
to answer the purposes of justice.” 


Tue Court (Corton, Fry, and Lorrs, L.JJ.), expressed their disapproval 
of the dictum of Best, C J., which they said was not in accordance with the 
settled practice. It was, indeed, not sanctioned by Abbott, C.J., in the 
case referred to above. There was no absolute right on the part of a 
plaintiff to cross-examine the defendant when he had called him as his 
own witness. The judge had a discretion as to allowing the witness to be 
treated as hostile.—Oounsen, P. 8. Stokes; Marten, Q.0., and Vernon R. 
Smith. Soxscrrors, 4, G. Dittay ; Badham & Williams. 


Re THE 163rd STARR-BOWKETT BUILDING SOCIETY’S CONTRACT— 
No. 2, 30th July. 
Vunpor AND Purcuaser—OConpition or Satze—Ricur or Venpor 10 
Rescinp Contractr—OonpDiTION GIVING VENDOR RIGHT TO ReEscIND IF 
* These cases are specially reported for the Soticrrors’ JouRNAL by barristers 
inted in the diff t courts, 
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PuRCHASER SHOULD MAKE ANY OBJECTION WHICH VENDOR SHOULD BE 
UNABLE OR UNWILLING TO REMOVE. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Chitty, J. (ante, p. 439), the 
question being as to the right of a vendor of land to annul the contract 
for sale, on the ground of his inability or unwillingness to comply with 
the purchaser’s objections or requisitions on the title. The trustees of the 
above building society put up for sale by auction certain leaschold pro- 
perty, which was purchased for £210. One of the conditions of sale pro- 
vided that, in case the purchaser should, within a specified number of days 
after delivery of the abstract of title, make any objection to or requi- 
sition on the title which the vendors should be unable or unwilling to 
remove or comply with, the vendors should be at liberty at any time there- 
after, notwithstanding any attempt to remove or comply with such objec- 
tion or requisition, by notice in writing, to annul the contract, and to 
return to the purchaser his deposit-money without interest, costs, or 
compensation. The abstract of title was duly delivered, and the purchaser 
sent in a number of requisitions. The vendors’ solicitors replied by a 
notice rescinding the contract, alleging as a reason that the vendors were 
unwilling to comply with the requisitions. They at the same time sent a 
cheque for the deposit. The purchaser’s solicitors forthwith returned the 
notice and cheque, and requested an immediate reply to the requisitions. 
The vendors’ solicitors thereupon stated that their clients’ reason for 
annulling the contract was to avoid delay and expense, as they were 
unable to comply with some of the requisitions. The purchaser's solicitors 
then asked the vendors’ solicitors to send the best answers they could, in 
order that the purchaser might consider whether the requisitions might 
not be waived. The vendors’ solicitors replied that the vendors had passed 
a resolution annul'ing the contract. The purchaser then took out a sum- 
mons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act asking for a declaration that 
the contract was still subsisting. There was evidence that the trustees of 
the society had met before the notice to rescind was given and had con- 
sidered the requisitions, and had come to the conclusion that they ought 
to rescind because they could not answer one requisition, and to comply 
with others would cause expense. Chitty, J., held that the vendors had 
duly annulled the contract, and that it was at an end. 

Tue Covrr (Co1ron, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corron, L.J., said that the question was whether the vendors had validly 
exercised their power to rescind. It was argued that the time to exercise 
it had not arisen, and that the ‘‘making’’ of a requisition referred toin 
the condition was equivalent to the insisting on a requisition, and that no 
requisition had been insisted on by the purchaser. His lordship could 
not twist the words so as to make them fit in with what it might be sup- 
posed they ought to have been. The word ‘‘ make’? meant something 
different from ‘‘insist on.’’ It was said that the purchaser was enti- 
tled to a locus penitentic ; that he ought to have time to consider whether 
he should withdraw his requisitions before the vendors resciaded the con- 
tract. That argument was disposed of by Duddell v. Simpson (L. R. 8 
Eq. 219), where it was said that to give the purchaser such a right would 
be to make a different contract—to add to the contract what was not to be 
found in its words. The only question was, whether the vendors had 
acted arbitrarily or capriciously in exercising their power. It had been 
laid down that a vendor was not bound to state in his notice to rescind his 
reasons for being unwilling, or why he was unable, to answer the pur- 
chaser’s requisitions. The question was one of fact—whether the trustees 
of the society had acted capriciously or arbitrarily. On the evidence his 
lordship was convinced that they had acted reasonably. Fry, L J., said 
that no doubt the condition was very stringent, and he could well under- 
stand a struggle being made to construe it in a different way from that 
which the words naturally imported. It was sought to import three terms 
—first, that the purchaser was entitled to be told which requisition the 
vendor was unable or unwilling to answer; secondly, that the vendor 
must allege a reasonable ground for withdrawing from the contract, if he 
did withdraw ; and, thirdly, that the purchaser was entitled to a reason- 
able time to withdraw his requisition, and that it was not till after that 
reasonable time had elapsed that the power to annul the contract was to 
be exercised by the vendor. His lordship would not say that it would not 
be reasonable to insert those three things in such a contract, but not one 
of them was to be found in the contract which had been actually made. 
Then it was said that the word ‘‘ make’’ meant “‘ insist upon” a requisition. 
That was a remarkable construction of the word. But everyone conversant 
with the sale of real property knew perfectly well what it was to ‘‘ make” 
a requisition, and he could not alter the words of the contract. The 
courts, no doubt, had inserted a term in such contracts—namely, that the 
power to rescind must be exercised reasonably ; and, even if he desired 
so to do, which he did not, he could not, when there was such a mass of 
dicta and authority on the point, depart from that construction. The only 
question was whether the vendors had acted reasonably. On tke cvidence 
his lordship held that, on whomsoever the burden of proof lay, it was 
amply proved that the vendors had acted reasonably. Lorzs, L.J., con- 
curred.—Counset, Byrne, QO., and R. J. Parker ; Romer, Q.C., and 
George Henderson. Soxicrrons, Birt § Follett; Burgoyne- Watts, § Co. 


GLASIER v. ROLLS—No. 2, 26th July. 


Action or Dgscarr—OsticaTION To PRovE Fravputent Intenr—Onvs OF 
Proor—Promorer or CompANY—MIssTATEMENT IN PROSPECTUS. 


This was an action by a shareholder in a company against a promoter to 
recover damages, on the ground that the plaintiff had been induced to 
take shares in the company by misstatements contained in a prospectus 
for the issue of which the defendant was responsible. The company was 
incorporated in 1886 with a capital of £80,000, in 16,000 shares of £5 each. 





Before the allotment of shares a prospectus was issued, which contained 
the following statements: —‘‘ This company has been formed for the purpose 
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of purchasing, as a going concern, and further extending the well-known and 
old-established businees of linoleum and floor-cloth manufacturers success- 
fully carried on by Messrs, James Rolls & Sons for the past ninety-four years, 
together with the extensive freehold and leaschold premiees at Galley wall- 
road and Cranham-road, Bermondsey, and Marlborough-road, Old Kent- 
road, S.E., and all the valuable plant, machinery, buildings, stock, 
fixtures, utensils, trade-marks, &c. The business was originally estab- 
Jished in the year 1792, and has now developed to such an extent that the 
firm is frequently compelled to refuse large orders, and it has, therefore, 
become absolutely necessary to enlarge the already very extensive 
buildings and lay down further modern plant and machinery, by which 
the turnover can be largely increased and the cost of production con- 
siderably diminished. Under these circumstances it has been deemed 
advisable to convert the business into a limited company. The annual 
sales are already very large, and the business at the mt time 
returns a net profit of over seventeen per cent. on the capital 
employed. From a careful calculation, based on the present results, 
and also taking into consideration the increased trade and saving in 
the cost of production, which must occur so soon as the necessary 
additions and improvements are completed, the directors feel confident 
that the shareholders will within a short time receive dividends of twent 
per cent.”” The plaintiff alleged that the profits of the business were muc 
less than seventeen per cent. at the time when the prospectus was issued, 
and for eome time before that period. Since the shares were allotted they 
had become much depreciated in value. One dividend of ten per cent. 
had been paid, but nothing after that. The defendant was the principal 
partner in the firm of Rolls & Sons, and his name was mentioned in the 
prospectus as a director of the company, but it was added that he 
would not join the board until after the completion of the purchase by 
the company. He did not actually see the prospectus before it was 
issued, but he saw and corrected two draits of it, in the first of which he 
struck out a statement that the profits exceeded twenty per cent. The 
defendant alleged that he had good grounds for believing that the annual 
profits at the time of the issue of the prospectus were seventeen per cent. 
Kekewich, J., on the authority of Peek v. Derry (37 Ch. D. 541, 32 Soxrcr- 
tors’ JournaL, 154), held that the defendant was liable to make good to 
the plaintiff the loss which he had sustained, on the ground that the 
defendant was a promoter and responsible for the prospectus; that the 
statement that the profits of the business amounted to seventeen per cent. 
was, in fact, incorrect, and that, though the defendant had not made the 
statement fraudulently, he had made it recklessly, without taking proper 
means to inform himself whether it was true or false. The decision of 
the Court of Appeal in Peek v. Derry has been recently reversed by the 
House of Lords (ante, pp. 571, 589), who held that, in order to maintain 
an action of deceit, it is necessary for the plaintiff to prove an actual 
fraudulent intent on the part of the defendant, and that it is not enough 
to shew that he made untrue statements recklessly without any ground 
for believiog them to be true. 

Tuer Court (Corton, Fry, and Loprs, L.JJ.), reversed thedecision of Keke- 
wich, J. Corton, L.J., said that the action was a common law action of 
deceit. It was said that the defendant, though he did not actually issue the 
prospectus complained of, recognized and adopted it, and that the ap ee 
contained false statements on the faith of which the plaintiff took shares. 
The material statement was, that ‘‘ the business at the present time returns 
a net profit of seventeen per cent. on the capital employed.’’ When the 
trial took place before Kekewich, J., the law as laid y som by the Court of 
Appeal was, that a man was liable in an action of deceit if, in order to in- 
duce others to act upon it, he made a statement which was in fact false 
without poy | any reasonable ground for making it—if he made it. The 
law was so laid down in Peck v. Derry. But the House of Lords had re- 
versed that decision and had entirely altered the law, and had restored the 
old common law rule which governed an action of deceit, holding that, in 
the absence of a fraudulent intent, no amount of folly or negligence would 
make aman liable for a false statement in a prospectus. That must now 
be taken by this court to be the law. Therefore the questions to be con- 
sidered were—first, was the statement complained of in fact incorrect ; 
secondly, was it made dishonestly ? Upon the evidence his lordship was not 
satisfied thatthestatement wasincorrect. It was,however, unnecessary toenter 
into that question, because he could not say that the statement was made 
dishonestly. The burden of proving fraud was on the plaintiff. In con- 
sidering whether there had been fraud, the court would of course look at 
all the circumstances of the case; but the burden was not on the defend- 
ant to shew that he did not act fraudulently. That being so, the court 
ought not, upon the same materials, to find the defendant guilty of fraud 
when the judge, who had seen the witnesses, had not found him guilty. 
It had been asked that the case might be sent back to Kekewich, J., to be 
retried, on the ground that the question of actual fraud had not been tried 
by him. No doubt the case was tried when the law was supposed to be as 
it was laid down by the Court of Appeal in Peek v. Derry. But fraud would 
equally have given the plaintiff a right to relief if that decision had stood, 
and when a case might have been based on two grounds and one only had 
been brought forward, and had failed, his lordship thought that the un- 
successful party ought not afterwards to be allowed to bring forward the 
second ground, which he might and ought to have brought forward in the 
first instance if he intended to rely upon it. Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ., 
concurred.—Counsrt, Moulton, Q.0., and Muir Mackenzie ; Warmington, 
Q.C., and Solomon, Soxicrrors, B. 7. Tadman; Byrne & Lucas. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re JAMES JOHNSON, THE MANCHESTER AND LIVERPOOL DISTRICT 
BANKING CO. v. BEALES—Kay, J., 26th July. 
Pracricr---APPEAL—TiME—MOoTION BEFORE JUDGE IN CouRT TO DISCHARGE 


Orper on Furtusr CoNnsIpDERATION MADE IN CHAMBERS—FINAL OR 
InreRLocuToRY—JvupicaTuRE Act, 1873, s. 50—R. 8. O., LVIII., 15. 


Motion to discharge or vary an order made on second farther con- 
sideration in an administration action. Oharles Johnson, who had the 
conduct of the action, had mortgaged his interest in the estate, and by 
the order in question payment of debts and costs was directed, and the 
carrying over of certain funds, but only one set of costs was allowed out 
of the estate to him and his mortgagee, and that set was directed to be 

aid to the latter. Liberty to spp y was reserved. The order was made 

y the chief clerk on the 13th of July, 1888, settled on the 10th of August, 
and passed and entered on the 13th. Charles Johnson moved to discharge 
the order, or vary it by giving the costs to him instead of to his mortgagee, 
and the questions were whether the order was a final order, and, if so, 
whether ord. 58, r. 15, applied so as to give him a year within which to 
apply to discharge it. 

Kay, J., said that the rules respecting ap to the Oourt of Ap 
did not apply to applications to disc ts) made in chambers. The 
court had power to enlarge the time for moving, and an My ery 
ought to have been made for that pur, He was not satisfi 
was a final order. The whole proceeding was irregular and out of time, 
and even if the application had been properly made he would have been 
reluctant to enlarge the time or assist the applicant in any way. 
refused, with costs.—CounsrL, Dunham ; Marten, Q.C., and Tyssen. Sort- 
crrors, Trass § Jarmain, for F. C. Mayer, Burslem ; H. Tyrrell ¢ Son. 


Re WALL, POMEROY v. WILLWAY- Kay, J., 29th July. 


Wiutt—Construction—Girt To Cuartrry—‘' Nor unpger Firry YRars or 
Acar "’—“ Acrp.” 


Testator gave £2,500 to the treasurer for the time being of Lewins Mead 
Unitarian Chapel, and directed that the interest thereon should be 
divided into annuities of £10 each, and paid half yearly to an equal 
number of men and women not under fifty years of age, Uni and 
who attended Lewins Mead Unitarian Chapel or chapels in Bristol. A 
tablet was to be placed in the chapel to give information to the deserving. 
The question was whether this was a valid charitable gift. 

Kay, J., said that aged persons were one of the classes mentioned in 
the Statute of Charitable Uses, 43 Eliz. c. 4, and without straining the 
words he could not hold that persons not under fifty years of age were not 
aged. He must hold that this was a valid charitable gift.—Counsat, C. 
James; M. I. Joyce; O. L. Clare; Ryland. Soxscrrors, Clarke, Woodooek, 
& Ryland ; Solicitor to the Treasury ; Meredith, Roberts, § Mulls, for Osborne, 
Ward, Vassall, § Co., Bristol. 


Re THE ALEXANDRA PALACE AND PARK CO. (LIM )—Kay, J., 30th July. 


CompaNny—WInNbDING urp—ProvistonaL OrrictaL Liqurpator To CARRY ON 
Business, nuT Not To Makg New ARRANGEMENTS—PoweR TO Borrow as 
First CHarcs on UNDERTAKING. 


In this case a provisional liquidator had been appointed to carry on the 
business of the company, pending a creditor’s winding-up petition, and 
he bad been autho: to borrow £500 tor that . In drawing up 
the order two questions arose, first, whether the words “‘ but not 
any new arrangements” ought to be added to the directions contained in 
the appointment of the liquidator; and, secondly, whether the order 
ought to contain a declaration that the £500 would be a first charge on 
the assets of the com ° 

Kay, J., said that the | iquidator was to do nothing but carry out existing 
arrangements, and the words “ but not making any new 
must be inserted in the order, As to the £500 to be borrowed for carrying 
on the business, he would follow an unreported decision of Pearson, J., in 
1884, and direct that it should be a first one on the und , but if 
the money was not properly expended it would not be allowed.—Oounsat, 
Dauney. Soxticrrors, Markby, Stewart, ¢ Co. 


LONGBOTIOM v. SHAW—Kay, J., 31st July. 


Parentr—Oosts—Particutars or OxysgcTions—Crrtiricats BY JuDGE— 
Parents, Desians, anD Trape-Marxs Act, 1883, s. 29, suB-SECTIONS 
2, 4, 6. 

In an action for infringement of the plaintiff’s patent, the defendant, 
with his statement of defence, delivered of a to the 

atent, as required by section 29, sub-section 2, the Patents, 

Boston, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, but at the trial of the action the 
plaintiffs’ case broke down, and his lordship, without calling on the 
defendant or hearing his evidence, dismissed the action with costs. He 
refused, however, to give the defendants a certificate that the pa 
of objection were “ reasonable and »’’ on the ground that he had not 
looked into them. The Court of A took the same view. On taxation 
of costs the taxing master allowed defendant the costs relating to or 
governed by the particulars, including the costs of his witnesses, where- 
upon the plaintiff took out this summons to have the taxing master’s cer- 
tificate varied by disallowing those costs. 

Kay, J., said that the Act was clear and precise. Costs of particulars 
were not to be allowed without a certificate. The case had been decided 
on the words of the specification, and no certificate had been given, so these 
costs could not be allowed. Summons allowed, with costs.—Covunsax, 
Aston, Q.O.; Goodeve.—Sorrcrrors, Emmett, Son, ¢ Stubbs; Van Sandau, 
for Mills § Bibby, Huddersfield. 


Re MYSORE WEST GOLD MINING CO. (LIM.)—Ohitty, J., 27th July. 


R. 8. C., XXXVIL, 5—Evipgnce—Sratvrory ARBITRATION—JURISDIC- 
T1I0ON—J uDICATUKE Act, 1873, s. 100—Compantgs Act, 1362, ss. 161, 162. 





In this caze an application was made by the voluntary liquidators of a 
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company in process of reconstruction for leave to issue a commission to 
Madras for the purposes of ascertaining the velue of the company’s pro- 
perty, which was in that Presidency, It appeared that a dissentient holder 
of 12,750 shares in the company had served the company with notice to 
purchase such interest in the company at a price to be fixed by arbitration 
under sections 161, 162, of the Companies Act, 1862, and that the arbitration 
was being proceeded with. The liquidators had proposed to issue the 
shares in the new company at a credit of 15s. per share. The dissentient 
contended accordingly that 15s. was to be deemed the measure of value of 
each original share, and further submitted that, as there was no proceeding 
actually before the court, there was no jurisdiction under ord. 37, r. 5, 
to accede to the liquidators’ application. 


Curry, J., said that it was clear that the arbitration under the 
Companies Act, 1862, was compulsory. In the caso of Zhe British Empire 
Co. v. Somes (5 W. R. 813, 3 K. & J. 433), the plaintiffs, having obtained 
an order under the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, referring the 
action to arbitration, it was held by Wood, V.C., that, although the 
arbitrator had, under the Act, independent powers of compelling dis- 
covery, the jurisdiction of the courts of equity to entertain a bill of dis- 
covery was unaffected. The court would not, it was true, assist a 
merely domestic forum. It, however, would do so when the Act of 
Parliament had made a particular forum the only tribunal for determining 
the question. The dissentient’s contention as to the matter not being before 
the court within ord. 37, r. 5, and section 100 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
was also met by the circumstance that section 138 of the Companies Act 
especially enabled voluntary liquidators to apply to the court. It was 
not necessary in such a case to bring a proceeding in the nature of the 
old bill for discovery. As to the contention thatthe price of the shares 
was pre-determined at 15s., whatever might be the value of such an 
argument before the arbitrators, it was not to the purpose against an 
application like the present. Where a new company was purchasing the 
assets of another company, and going to embark more capital and obtain 
new shareholders, who too were to be liable, it did not at all follow that 
the price fixed by the company was the true value. It was often worth a 
man’s while who had capital, to purchase a concern which was at a stand- 
still for want of capital, and the new company might be thus giving more 
than the dissentient shareholder was entitled to ask for, as he was not on 
the footing of a vendor of a share in a going concern. Ofcourse, he made 
such remarks without prejudice to the proceedings in the arbitration. 
Inasmuch as the property of the company was in India, and the amount 
involved was large, he acceded to the application as being ‘‘ necessary 
for the purpoces ef justice’? within ord. 37, r. 5. Costs would be costs 
in the arbitration.—-Counse., Byrne, Q.C., and Grosvenor Woods ; Emden. 
Soxicrrons, Snell, Son, § Greenip ; Trinders § Co. 


Re THE SOVEREIGN LIFE ASSURANCE CO,—Chitty, J., 30th July. 


Lire Assurance Companirs Act, 1862, ss. 2, 14—Winpinc vurp—Scueme 
or ARRANGEMENT—ANNUITANTS, 


A petition having been presented in August, 1887, by a policy-holder to 
wind up the above life assurance company, the petition was from time to 
time ordered to stand over, with a view to the preparation of a scheme of 
arrangement. An application was now made by the directors, under sec- 
tion 14 of the Life Assurance Companies Act, 1870, for leave to present a 
petition for the sanction of the court to the proposed arrangement. It 
appeared that in 1865 the company had taken over the business of an 
annuitant society. The annuitants, who were a considerable number of 
persons, supported a winding-up order. The question arose, amongst 
others, whether they could be deemed to be dissentient policy- holders 
within sections 2 and 14 of the Act. 


Currry, J., said that the court was prohibited, by section 14, from sanc- 
tioning such a scheme if one-tenth of the policy-holders expressed their 
dissent. The facts as regarded the policy-holders were these. It had 
been argued 1n support of the scheme that, under section 14, a life assurance 
company could trausfer part of its business, and that it was not necessary 
to provide for the transfer of the annuity business. The fund, however, 
which had been provided as a guarantee fund for payment of the 
annuities was insufficient, and the annuitants, therefore, had a demand 
against the company. They were a large number of persons, and 
opposed the scheme. It was therefore incumbent on those who were in 
favour of it to argue that the annuitants were not, under the Act, com- 
prised in the policy-holders whose dissent would be fatal to the passage of 
the scheme. As it appeared to him, the demand of the annuitants made 
them policy-holders within the definition contained in section 2 of 
the Act of the term ‘“‘policy-holder.’’ Section 2 said that by “ policy- 
holder’? was meant ‘‘the person who for the time being was the legal 
holder of the policy for securing the life assurance, endowment, annuity, 
or other contract with the company.’’ The trustees of the annuitants 
were the covenantees under the company’s covenant, and had a right to 
sue, and the covenant was, within the words of section 2, a contract for 
securing the annuities. The annuitants were, therefore, comprised 
amongst the ona. Bae may whose dissent could not be passedover. There 
were other objections to the transfer. By it the transferee company was 
only to be answerable for a reduced amount, the premiums of the policy- 
holders being continued. He was not now considering whether the pro- 
posed transfer would be beneficial, but whether the court could allow it. 
Seeing that the Act was not an enabling statute, but had as its object, as 
had been argued by the petitioners, that of providing safeguards to 
policy-holders against transfers by solvent companies, the dissent of one 
policy-holder would prevent such a scheme being allowed under section 
14 when a petition had been presented for winding-up the company and 
it was admitted that the company was insolvent. He therefore was 
unable to confirm the proposed scheme, and made an order to wind up the 





company.—OounseL, Whitehorne, QC., and Boome; Romer, QO., and 
Hull ; Sir Arthur Watson, Q.C., and Chadwyck Healey ; Maclean, Q.C., and 
G. H. Devonshire ; Latham, Q.C., and Whianey ; Dauney, Ribton, Trustram, 
and Swinfen Bady. Soricrrors, James Robinson; Whitham, Lambert, § 
Roskell; R. L. Devonshire; Hepburn, Son, § Cutliffe; Eardley, Holt, ¢ 
Hulbert ; Linklater § Co.; W. H. Mason & Son. 


Re CALLOW (DECEASED)—Chitty, J., 3ist July. 
Witt—' Securities ror Monry ’’—Brii1s or Excuance—I.0.U.s, 


In this case the question arose whether a bequest of ‘‘ all securities for 
money ”’ included bills of exchange held by the testator. 

Curry, J., said that in Barrow v. Harding (1 J. & L. 475) Lord St. 
Leonards had held that I.0.U.s were not comprised in such a bequest. 
In Re Mason's Will (13 W. &. 799, 34 Beav. 494) Lord Romilly had held 
that an unpaid legacy was not comprised in such a bequest. In both cases 
observations had been made as to bills of exchange being securities for 
money, and Lord Romilly had said that the distinction between bills of 
exchange and I.0.U.s was in this respect singular. That, however, was 
not so. A bill of exchange could be sued upon, whereas an I.0.U. was 
mere evidence of adebt. Taking that ground, he held that the bills of 
exchange passed under the bequest.—Counset, Romer, Q.C., and Curtis 
Price ; Byrne, Q.C., and Clayton. Soxrcrrors, Yarde § Loader ; Boulton, 
Son, § Sanderson. 


Iligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
Re THE REGISTRATION OF CHARGES ON LAND—Q. B. Div., 29th July. 


Lanp Cuarcks ReGistRaTION AND Segarcues Act, 1888, ss. 4, 12— 
CHARGE UNDER Puntic HeattH Act. 


This was an application with reference to the registration of charges on 
land, under the Land Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888. That 
Act established a register of land charges, to be kept at the office of 
Land Registry, and then section 12 provides that a land charge created 
after the Act shall be void as against a purchaser for value of the land 
charged therewith, or of any interest in such land unless and until such land 
charge is registered in the register of land charges; and it defined ‘‘land 
charge ” as ‘‘a rent or annuity, or principal moneys payable by instal- 
ments or otherwise, with or without interest, charged otherwise than by 
deed upon land, under the provisions of any Act of Parliament, for 
securing to any person either the moneys spent by him or the expenses 
incurred by him under such Act; or the moneys advanced by him for 
repaying the moneys spent or the expenses incurred by another person 
under the authority of an Act of Parliament, and a charge under the 35th 
section of the Land Drainage Act, 1861, or under the 29th section of the 
Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, but does not include a rate or scot.” 
The question had arisen whether this enactment included moneys charged 
under the Public Health Act in respect of improvements, such as 
paving, &c. The question had arisen in Nottingham under these 
circumstances. The corporation, as the local sanitary authority, under the 
Pablic Health Act, had required certain improvements to be executed 
upon certain property in the town, and which, when executed by them 
on default by the owner, would be charged under the Act on the pro- 
perty. The question had arisen whether the charge required to be 
registered under the above Act, and as the consequence of registration being 
required would be very serious, involving, it was said, the registration of 
about 650 charges a year in Nottingham alone, at an expense of over 
£1,000, the corporation desired to have the question raised and deter- 
mined, and accordingly counsel now moved, on the part of the corpora- 
tion, for a rule for a mandamus to the Vice-Registrar to register the charge 
in question under the above statute, explaining that their only object was 
to have the question determined judicially and, as they hoped, by the 
refusal of the application, as the consequences of requiring registration of 
such charges would be very serious, and, moreover, the obligation, if it 
existed, would equally be applicable to all the sanitary authorities in 
England and Wales. The enactment, as he apprehended, was intended 
only to apply to charges in favour of “limited owners,” tenants for life, 
and in respect of improvements effected by them on the property ; but the 
terms of the enactment were so large that it had been doubted whether it 
would not include these charges under the Public Health Act, and hence 
the corporation desired to have the question raised and determined. 

Tur Covrr (Day and A. L. Smirn, JJ.) granted a rule nisi for & 
mandamus to the Vice-Registrar.—Counsri, I. 8. Wright.—Times. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ex parle SINGLETON, Re TRITTON—Q. B. Div., 22nd July. 


Bankrurtcy—MorraGaGe or Reverstonary Inrerest—Cuose 1n ACTION— 
Brits or Sate Act, 1878, ss. 3, 4—Buiis or Saez Act, 1882, s, 3. 


This case raised an important question under the Bills of Sale Acts, 
1878 and 1882, and arose out of an application by the trustee in the 
bankruptcy for an order that he was entitled to certain pictures bequeathed 
to the bankrupt by his father subject to the life interest of the bankrupt’s 
mother. The father of the bankrupt by his will gave and bequeathed to 
his wife for her own absolute use and benefit certain watches, trinkets, and 
other jewelry, &c., and the will then proceeded, ‘‘ I also give to my said wife 
the right of possession and enjoyment of all my pictures during her life (if 
she shall so desire), and subject as aforesaid, I give and bequeath all 
my said pictures to and for my son H. J. Tritton for his own absolute 
use and benefit.” After the death of the testator the wife, who is still 
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alive, retained the pictures under the right so given to her. In March, 
1884, H. J. Tritton executed a mortgage as security for a loan of £2,500, 
whereby he assigned as mortgagor and beneficial owner, inéer alia, ‘‘ all that 
the share and interest of him the said H. J. Tritton under the will and 
codicil of his father, Henry Tritton deceased, and of and in the sums of 
money, hereditaments, and premises devised and bequeathed thereby 
expectant upon the decease of his mother.” H. J. Tritton having been 
adjudicated bankrupt his trustee now claimed to be entitled to the 
pictures subject to the mother’s life interest, on the ground that the 
assignment was void, as it had not been registered as a bill of sale. 

Wits, J., refused the application. His lordship said that the case of 
the trustee must fail, and it failed upon the short ground that the only 
interest which the bankrupt had in these pictures was a chose in action 
which was expressly excepted from the Bills of Sale Acts. I¢ was clear 
upon the authorities that there could not be life estates and remainders of 
personal chattels. The interest which the mother of the bankrupt took 
was definite, and it came first and entitled her to the enjoyment and 
possession of these things—that was to the property in them during her 
lifetime. The interest of the son was an executory uest which created 
no present or vested interest, and which, if the mother survived him, would 
never come into operation. It was clearly in the nature of a chose in 
action and nothing higher, and was expressly excepted from the operation 
of the Bills of Sale Acts. The trustee’s motion must fail for this reason, 
and it was not necessary to travel further into the thorny paths of the law 
relating to bills of sale, which had given rise to many difficulties.— 
Counsgi, FE. C. Willis, Q.0., and F. C. Willis; Herbert Reed, Sidney Woolf, 
and Lynch. Soxtcrrors, Chester, Mayhew, § Co ; G.C. Scoles ; Nash, Field, 
§ Withers. 





Ex parte OFFICIAL RECEIVER, Re GREAVES.—Q B. Div., 22nd July. 


Bankrurptcy—AprkAL—APPLICATION TO sTAY Exgcurron—Procepurr— 
Bankruptcy Rugs, 1886, r. 134. 

An important point was decided in this case as to the jurisdiction of the 
bankruptcy judge, who is a statutory member of the Divisional Court in 
Bankruptcy, which is the court of appeal in respect of orders made by a 
county court judge in bankruptcy, to make an incidental order in respect 
of an appeal when sitting alone. The case arose out of an application to 
stay proceedings under an order made in the Macclesfield County 
Court against the official receiver of that district, pending an appeal to 
the Divisional Court. The objection was taken that the bankruptcy 
judge, when sitting alone, had no power to deal with such an application, 
and reliance was placed on the rules laid down for procedure on appeals 
by rule 134 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, and ord. 58, r. 16, of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court, 1883. It was argued on the other side that orders 
similar to that now asked for had frequent!y been made by the bank- 
ruptcy judge, and that if it was held that such incidental orders could 
only be made by the Divisional Court in Bankruptcy great inconvenience 
must arise during vacation and at times when the court was not sitting. 

Wits, J. said that he did not think he had power to make auy order, 
and the application must therefore be refused. Whoever drew the Bank- 
ruptcy Rules did not see the hitch which might occur, but it seemed to be 
a difficulty which wanted curing and which could not be got over. It 
must be cured by a new rule or something of that kind.—Counsr., Muir 
Mackenzie; E. C. Willis, Q.C. Soxtcrrors, The Solicitor to the Board of 
Trade ; Byrne §& Lucas, for Maw § Blunt, Macclesfield. 


The Council of the Wolverhampton Law Society recently passed 
the following resolution :—‘‘ Resolved, that the council of 
this society consider they owe a deep debt of gratitude to Mr. 
B. G. Lake, the president of the Incorporated Law Society of the 
United Kingdom, for the leadiog part he has taken in opposition to 
the Land Transfer Bill during the last two years, and regret to 
observe the notice of motion given by Mr. A. H. Hastie for the 
annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society to be held 
on the 12th inst.” 


At the Essex Assizes at Chelmsford, on Saturday, says the Times, the 
most serious case was that of a labourer named Ketley, convicted on his 
own confession of feloniously wounding a man at Bocking, with intent to 
murder him. The prisoner was in the workhouse, and the man injured 
was the porter. The wounds inflicted, without any known provocation, 
were so serious that it is doubtful whether the victim will survive. When 
arraigned on Friday the prisoner pleaded guilty,and though it was explained 
tohim that the charge was one of wounding with intent to murder, he 
adhered to his confession of guilt. If the victim should die, this con- 
viction, it is believed, would protect the prisoner from an indictment for 
murder. The counsel engaged in the case, Mr. Grubbe, applied to the 
Lord Chief Justice to know if he was prepared to act on the confession in 
the plea, and his lordship said he certainly was, and adverted to the case 
of Constance Kent, in which he was counsel for the prisoner, before Mr. 
Justice Willes, and she, with deliberation and full intelligence, insisted 
upon pleading guilty to the charge of murder, and that very learned 
judge held that he was bound to take it, ordered a verdict of guilty to be 
recorded, and proceeded to pass sentence of death. 


It is stated that the Chief Justice of Madras has applied for the 
permanent addition of a fifth judge to enable the High Court to dispoee of 
arrears and to keep abreast o! current work. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
RESULTS AT THE JUNE EXAMINATIONS, 

Two hundred and forty-three candidates presented themselves at the 
Intermediate, of whom 189 passed; the percentage of failures 22:2 
compares with 21 per cent. at the April examination, At the Final 248 
out of 355 passed, 30 per cent. failing as against 20 per cent. at the 
previous examination. 





THE HONOURS EXAMINATION, 


The examiners only classed 28 out of 125. Nobody is deemed worthy of 
a first class, and only six were placed in the second. At the April 
examination 56 attended, and 10 were placed in the first class and the 
same number in the second. It is highly improbable that the 125 June 
men were all inferior to the first six of the 56 April candidates. Asa 
matter of fact, the candidates are not such a variable quantity as the 
examiners themselves. Besides variability in the honours papers actually 
set, it should be remembered that the June pass examination was harder 
than the April pass, which would probably prevent some of the 125 ever 
having any chance, by reason of the rule which precludes the honours’ 
papers being looked at unless ‘‘ a certain standard of proficiency ” (which 
is unknown and may be anything) is reached at the pass. This capricious 
rule often occasions hardship, as a candidate who does not get his 
honours’ papers looked at by reason of the pass examination being over 
the average in stiffness, might have obtained honours at a previous exam- 
ination if he had only had the good luck of sitting at the previous 
examination. If the rule was abolished, not only would these wide 
fluctuations in the result of the honours’ examination (which cannot be 
wholly attributed to the difference of the candidates’ calibre) be avoided, 
but the society would also escape the stigma of having pocketed several 
pounds without having really earned them by looking over the papers. 


RECENT STUDENTS’ CASES, 


For the benefit of students reading for the final pass and honours 
examination we have prepared a selection of the more important cases 
decided or reported during the last four months. 


ConveyANCING AND Eauirty. 


Re Carntwaiaut, Avis v. Newman (37 W. R. 612).—If an ordinary tenant 
for life allows permissive waste, no claim can be maintained by a remain- 
derman against the life tenant’s personal representative. 

Tomun v. Luce (ante, p. 415).—A first ——e cannot éxercise a 
power of sale regardless ot all other persons, and if he is guilty of mis- 
deecription, causing a large diminution in price from compensation being 
allowed to the purchaser, he is liable to subsequent mortgagees. 

Rrynoups v. Coox (87 L. T. 73).—Notwithstanding that a mortgagor 
has six months after foreclosure decree nisi for redemption, the mortgagee 
may immediately after such decree sue in the Queen’s Bench Division in 
ejectment and recover possession. 

Hoskina v. Surrn (37 W. R. 257).—The statutory receipt given by a 
building society on repayment of their loan vests the legal estate in the 
person who has the best right to call for it. 

Hamatine v. Watiant (24 L. J. N. C. 82).—A landlord cannot join 
without leave a claim for possession on account of breach of covenant with 
one for an injunction until the trial to restrain the breach. 

Re Fawcett anv Hoxrmes’ Contract (ante, p. 507).—That a restrictive 
covenant should bind the assignee of a covenantor, the covenantor must 
have covenanted for himself and his assigns. 

Re Bracken, Doventy v. Townson (ante, p. 350).—There is no absolute 
rule that the advertisement published by executors for creditors to send in 
their claims under section 29 of Lord St. Leonards’ Act should give a 
month for sending in the claims. 

Re Comprnep Weiautnc AND Apvertis1nG Oo. (ante, p. 509).—A person 
who has obtained a garnishee order absolute against a company is not a 
‘‘ creditor’ of the company entitled to present a winding-up petition. 

Re Mepianp, Evanp v. Mepianp (ante, p. 507).—On an originating 
summons under order 55 the judge has jurisdiction to order payment of 
the trustees’ costs out of the estate, although all the beneficiaries are not 
before the court. 

Re Satmon, Purest v. Urriepy (ante, p. 469).—If a plaintiff appeals he 
need not serve notice of appeal on a ‘ third Nag 

Re Duncan anv Lawson (24 L. J. N. C. 50).—If @ domiciled Scotchman 
dies intestate, leaving English leascholds, they devolve on the next of kin 
according to English law. 

Crarke v. Birtzy (86 L. T. 425).—The acceptance by a creditor of 
additional security, unaccompanied by a contract to give further time, 
does not discharge a surety. 

Re Dean-Coorrr, Dean v. Srevens (ante, p. 380).—A trust for the 
benefit of animals is good provided it does not transgress the rule against 
perpetuities. 

Cate v. Devon anp Exeter OonstituTionaL Nawsparer Oo. (58 L. J. 
Ch D. 288).—There is copyright in information published by a newspaper ; 
the paper must be registered. It is not necessary to register the copy- 
right in the matter pre: 





pared. 
Re Letau, Letau v. Leton (58 L, J, Ch, D, 306).—The power which the 











646 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


Aug. 3, 1889. 











court has of committing an infant ward to prison for contempt does not 

give it power to force him to execute a settlement whether he wishes it or 

not. A post-nuptial settlement made at a considerable interval after 

marriage cannot be confirmed by the court under the Infants’ Settlement 
ct 


Re Sotomon To Maracer (37 W. R. 331).—On a person seised in fee 
charging by deed his interest in the land with the payment of a certain 
sum and interest, and covenanting to execute a legal mortgage, the mort- 
gagee has power, under Lord Cranworth’s Act, to sell and pass the legal 
estate, and this is unaffected by the Conveyancing Act, 1881, as regards 
mortgages created before the latter Act. 

Ronrtnson v. Krivert (37 W. R. 545).—The covenant for quiet enjoy- 
ment by the lessor is broken in case of any interference by him with the 
lawful enjoyment of the premises for the purposes for which they were let. 


Common Law, Bankruptcy, AND Crimes. 


Fiemme v. Doxa (ante, p. 560).—If defendant justifies as to the whole 
libel he cannot pay money into court as regards part; if the charges in 
the libel are divisible he could plead justification as to some and pay 
money into court in respect of others. 

Ruopes v. Switnennank (37 W. R. 457).—A next friend cannot bind 
an infant by a compromise unless such compromise is for the infant’s 
benefit. 

Day v. M‘Lea (86 L. T. 407).—The keeping of a cheque sent in full of 
all demands is not conclusive evidence of an accord and satisfaction. 

Rooerrs v. Wuirexey (ante, p. 506).—A bank is justified, on a garnishee 
order being served upon them in respect of a customer’s balance, in 
refusing to honour their customer’s cheques during the pendency of the 
order, although the customer's balance exceeds the judgment debt. 

McGrarta v. Cartwricnt (ante, p. 470).—In appeals from county courts 
it is now the duty of the appellant, since the County Courts Acts, 1888, to 
get a copy of the county court judge’s notes, as section 121 of the Act 
repeals rule 13 of order 59. 

OWARD v. Bratt (ante, p. 470).—Under the Bankers’ Books Evidence 
Act, 1879, an order can be made allowing the inspection of the accounts 
of persons who are strangers to the action if such accounts would be 
admissible evidence at the trial. 

Epin & Co. v. AtrENBOROVGH (24 L. J. N. C. 56).—If defendants deliver 
a joint defence, and a joint set of interrogatories is delivered to all the 
defendants, only £5 need be paid in to the security for costs account. 

Rroiwna v. Totson (W. N. 104).—If a prisoner remarries during his 
wife’s absence within seven years, he cannot be convicted of bigamy if he 
can prove that he had a Joni fide belief she was dead, and reasonable 
grounds for such belief. 

Sairn v. Epwarpes (58 L. J. Q. B. D. 227).—On an application under 
order 14 on an untaxed bill of costs, the proper order is that the plaintiff 
be at liberty to sign final judgment for the amount of the master’s 
allocatur in the future taxation. 

Conen v. Kittett (37 W. R. 400).—An action for damages will not lie 
against a turf commission agent who has neglected to make bets upon 
commission for his principal with third parties, although gains might 
have resulted if the bets had been made. 

Kina ¢. Lonpon Imrrovep Can Co. (ante, p. 588).—A cab proprietor is 
liable for the negligence of a driver to whom the cab is let, under the 
Hackney Carriages Act, 1843, although the strict relationship of master 
and servant does not exist. 


PROBATE, Divorce, AND ADMIRALTY. 

Exutam v. Extam (24 L. J. N. C. 72).—A wife cannot obtain a divorce 
on the ground of bigamy, &c., on mere proof that the ceremony of a 
bigamous marriage was performed; there must also be substantial 
evidence of adultery. 

Hamitton anp Anotuer v. Baker (24 L. J. N. C. 73).—A master of a 
ship has no maritime lien for necessary disbursements by virtue of 
24 & 25 Vict. c. 10, s. 10. 

Treoar v. Lean (37 W. R. 560).—A will, having been duly made, was 
execated by the testator on the last sheet. Other separate sheets had been 
initialled by the testator and attesting witnesses. The first and last sheets 
alone being forthcoming at the testator’s death, three new sheets having 
been substituted, the court refused to admit any part to probate. 





THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


Honours Examination. 
June, 1889. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee recom- 
ma the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary distinc- 
tion :— 

First Cass. 

In the opinion of the committee, the standard attained by the candi- 

dates does not justify the issue of any First Class list. 


Szconp Crass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. } 

Harold Burrows, who served his clerkship with Sir Philip Frederick 
Rose, Bart., of the firm of Messrs. Norton, Rose, Norton, & Co., of 
London. 

Francis John Gamlin, who served his clerkship with Mr. Goronwy 
Maelor Evans, of Rhyl and Holywell. 

Wilmot Hodge, who served his clerkship with Mr. John James Cock- 
shott, of the firm of Messrs. Buck, Dicksons, & Cockshott, of Preston and 
Southport. 








Edgar William Jones, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Penson Griffithes, of the firm of Messrs. Chester & Co., of London. 

Henry William Howard Knott, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Booth Hulme, of Worcester, and Messrs. Norris, Allans, & Chap- 
man, of London. 

Percy Maylam, who served his clerkship with Mr. Sidney A. Cheale of 
the firm of Messrs. Andrew & Cheale, of Tunbridge Wells; and Messrs. 
Hare & Co., of London. 

Turrp Cuass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. } 

John William Bird Allen, who served his clerkship with Mr. David 
Whittingham, of Nottingham. 

Thomas Norman Arkel], B.A , who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Herbert Meade King, of Bristol. 

Charles Percy Charlesworth, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Ernest Wright, and Mr. Charles Henry Charlesworth, of Skipton ; and 
Mr. Richard Smith, of London. 

Harry Oopley, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Arthur 
Watts, of St. Ives, Huntingdonshire; and Messrs. Le Riche & Norman, of 
London. 

Bertram Harvey Reginald Daltry, B.A., who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Edward Henry Busk, of London. 

Charles Henry Eve, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Eve, of 
the firm of Messrs. Hubbard, Son, & Eve, of London. 

Charles Freeman, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Sharp, 
Harrison, & Co., of Southampton; and Messrs. Peacock & Goddard, of 
London. 

Frederic Edward Aubyn Hilleary, B.A., LL.M., who served his clerk- 
ship with Mr. Frederic Edward Hilleary, LI. D., of Londonand West Ham. 

Thomas Richard Hocking, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Gilbert Hocking, of London. 

Topham Hough Hough, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Edward Thorley Graham, of Scarborough ; and Messrs. Jaques & Co., of 
London. 

Arnold Henry Miller, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Blake 
Miller, of Norwich ; aud Messrs. Sharpe, Parkers, Pritchard, & Sharpe, of 
London. 

Charles Mills, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Wrigley, of 
Oldbam. 

Hubert Foden Pattinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Hurd, of London. 

Rowland Platt, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Buckley & Miller, 
of Stalybridge ; and Messrs. Robbins, Billing, & Co., of London. 

Jobn Stanley Vaughan Rusgzell, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Henry Wakeham Purkis, of London. 

Harold Solomon Simmons, who served his clerkship with Mr. Maurice 
Nordon, of London. 

Edward Overend Simpson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Simpson, of Leeds. 

George Nicholas Slinger, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edmondson, 
Mr. Fred Willans Farrer, and Mr. Ernest Crosby, of Fleetwood. 

John Thompson, who served his clerkship with Mr. George Edward 
Webster, of the firm of Messrs. Webster & Styring, of Sheffield; and 
Mesers. Pritchard & Sons, of London. 

Alfred Hobson Watkin, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Wright, of Leicester ; and Messrs Smith, Fawdon, & Lowe, of London. 

William Beaven Wattson, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Samuel Ward, of the firm of Messrs. Ward, Perks, & MacKay, of London. 

Archer Moresby White, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
Azlack White, of the firm of Messrs, R. A. White & Son, of Grantham ; 
Mr. John Jackson Sudbury, of the firm of Messrs. Clark, Sudbury, 
Williams, & Green, of Ludlow; and Messrs. Paterson, Snow, Bloxam, & 
Kinder, of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates to the candidates above-mentioned. 

One hundred and twenty-five candidates attended the examination. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
(Extracts from Report of the Council, continued from p. 632.) 


Taxation of Costs (Rules of the Supreme Court, May, 1889).—Early in 
May new rules of court dealing with the taxation of solicitors’ costs as 

inst a fund in court or a company in liquidation were issued and laid 
on the table of both Houses of Parliament. No previous communication 
wus made to the council as representing solicitors, nor even, as the 
council believe, to many of the judges of first instance and taxing 
masters by whom it was to be administered. The rules, as issued, 
practically made the taxing master the only and supreme arbiter in all 
matters within their scope, and from his decision no appeal would have 
been possible. Under their provisions, it would have been competent to a 
taxing master to declare that no attendance before him was necessary, 
and, without giving himself the trouble to examine details or consider 
difficult points, that he would allow a gross sum for the bill, without 
giving any reasons for his decision or being subject to any appeal. A re- 
presentative meeting of solicitors was held on May 17, the president in 
the chair, and a small executive committee was appointed. Mr. F. R. 
Bloxam, to whom solicitors are much indebted for the labour and ex- 
perience which he brought to bear on the subject, undertook the office of 
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secretary. The committee practically sat de die in diem, and prepared a 
detailed report, which was forwarded to the Lord Chancellor, with a re- 
quest that he would receive a deputation. This his lordship was good 
enough to do on May 27, and, although the number of the deputation was 
limited to twelve, every law society throughout the kingdom concurred in 
the action taken, and most sent up representatives to the preliminary 
meeting. The president, before stating in detail the objections to the 
new rules, urged the justice and expediency of solicitors being consulted 
before any new rules, and particularly any which affected their remunera- 
tion, were promulgated, and referred to the joint representation as to 
rules of practice in general which had been recently made to his lord- 
ship by the Bar Committee and the council. Mr. Roscoe, who had been 
successively vice-president and president at the time, referred to inter- 
views with Lord Chancellor Selborne and Lord Chancellor Herschell in 
1885 and 1886, when the former had expressed his opinion that the In- 
corporated Law Society, as representing the profession, ought to be, and 
while he was Lord Chancellor should be, consulted before the issue of 
new rules, while Lord Herschell considered that solicitors ought to have 
a statutory right to be consulted before the promulgation of new rules. 
The Lord Chancellor, in replying, stated that he concurred with the view 
expressed by Lord Chancellors Selborne and Herschell, but could not 
adopt the suggestion that solicitors should constitute a co-ordinate autho- 
rity on the tribunal which fixed their remuneration. He promised that, 
although he could not annul the new rules, or suspend their operation, 
they should be considered by the Rule Committee with as little delay as 
possible ; and the council have good reason to believe that very many, if 
not all, of the suggested amendments will be adopted. 

Retainers of counsel.—In the year 1848 the council took steps to ascer- 
tain, as accurately as possible, what was the actual practice with regard 
to the retainers of counsel, and a series of rules were formulated for the 
guidance of the profession, but they were not binding on the bar. Some 
of these regulations have since become obsolete, and the council have 
reconsidered them, with a view to bring them m accordance with the 
existing practice. There still exist many difficulties consequent upon the 
unsettled and unsatisfactory state of the practice, which the council are 
extremely anxious to remove, and they have therefore made a communi- 
cation to the Attorney-General, with a view to barristers and solicitors 
coming to some distinct understanding as to what the practice really is. 
These communications are still in progress. 

Counsel’s Fees.—The attention of the council having been called to the 
fact that some junior counsel insist on having a fee of two-thirds of that 
paid to the senior, they addressed a letter to tho Bar Committee on the 
subject, and pointed out that no rigid rule exists, though iu practice some 





Oommittee replied that, by long-settled practice, the amount of the fee on 
the junior’s brief should bear a certain proportion to that marked upon 
the brief of the leader, and that such proportion had been understood to 
be from three-fifths to two-thirds. The council replied that they adhered 
to their opinion ; and, in order to arrive at some understanding, they 
assumed that, in speaking of the fee ‘‘marked upon the brief of the 
leader,” the Bar Committee referred only to the ordinary fee marked for 
arguing the case, and did not include any special fee required by a par- 
ticular counsel as the condition of his appearing, or of his appearing in a 
particular court, or on a particular circuit in or on which he was not in 
the habit of practising, or at a particular city or town which he did not 
usually attend when on circuit, or any special fee marked for perusal of 
papers which have not previously been before him. It was also assumed 
that in cases in which more than one leading counsel received a brief on 
behalf of the same party, the fee marked on the brief of the junior coun- 
sel in the same interest had reference to the lowest fee (if the fees differed 
in amount) marked on the leading brief. And that, if more than one 
junior brief was delivered on behalf of the same party, the practice to 
which the Bar Committee referred applied only to the senior of the junior 
counsel to whom briefs were delivered, and that the fees of the other or 
others were in the discretion of the solicitor, and would vary according to 
the work to be done—as, for instance, to take notes orthe like. The council 
considered that the fee in each case should be marked by the solicitor on 
his own responsibility, and if the brief with the fee so marked was accepted 
by the barrister, he has no right to claim a higher fee or to refuse to 
appear in the case should he discover that his leader had received a fee to 
which the fee he had accepted did not bear any particular proportion. No 
reply has been received to the council’s last communication. 

County Court Rules.—In November last the council addressed a letter to 
the Lord Chancellor, suggesting that they, as representing solicitors 
generally, should be consulted before the now rules affecting the conduct 
of business in the county courts, which they understood were in course of 
San, were promulgated. The Lord Chancellor replied that the 

ule Committee of County Court Judges, with whom it rested to submit 
rules relating to the county courts for his appreval, had not up to that 
time laid any new rules before him, and he did not suppose they would 
suggest any new rules, except upon points raised by the County Oourts 
Act, 1888. His lordship added that if there were any suggestions which 
the society wished to make upon such new points, his lordship would be 
very glad to learn them and mention them to the committee. The 
council accordingly prepared suggestions which they submitted to his 
lordship, together with other suggestions which they had sent him pre- 
vious to the passing of the County Courts Act, 1888. Both sete of 
suggestions were also sent to the secretary to the County Oourt Oom- 
mission, with a request that the Rule Committee of County Oourt Judges 
should receive a deputation from the council. The secretary to the 
County Court Commission replied that the proposed new rules would not 
extend beyond alterations rendered n by the Act of 1888, and he 
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although he would be glad to confer with them on many of the sugges- 
tions. The council again urged that their suggestions should be = 
into consideration by the Rule Committee, and that a deputation of the 
council would be happy to wait upon them for the purpose of —- 
the suggestions. A letter was subsequently received from the Lo 
Chancellor to the effect that, although his lordship had not thought it 
desirable to delay the approval of the rules which had been submitted to 
him by the committee of county court ju , with a view to a code 
coming into operation as nearly as possible simultaueously with the 
County Courts Act, 1888, the issue of those rules would not prejudice the 
careful consideration by his lordship aud the Rule Committee of the 
recommendations of the society, or the amending of the rules to the ex- 
tent which that consideration might lead his lordship to approve. 

Trustee Act, 1888.—The council are glad to be able to report that the 
efforts from time to time made by them with the view of facilitating the 
transaction of business by trustees, and affordivg them protection in cases 
in which, under the present law, they may innocently incur liability, 
have at length been attended with success. The Bill initiated and pro- 
moted by them last session received the Royal Assent on the 24th of 
December last. Amongst other useful provisions it relieves trustees from 
the inconvenience caused by the decision in the case of Bellamy v. Board of 
Works (24 Oh. D. 387), in which it was held that trustees could not 
authorize their solicitors to receive money for them under section 56 of 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881. {t also removes the difficulty created by 
the case of Dunn v. Flood (28 Ch. D. 556), in which a purchaser was 
allowed to rescind his contract on the ground that the vendors (who 
were trustees) had sold under depreciatory conditions; and by the case of 
Dance v. Goldinghan (21 W. R. 761), in which trustees were held per- 
sonally liable for selling under such conditions. The Act also protects 
trustees in lendivg up to two-thirds of the value of any property offered as 
security, and removes the difficulty created by the decision in the case of 
Fry v. Tapson (33 W. R. 113), to the effect that trustees were bound to 
employ a local surveyor, Trustees may now employ any able practical 
surveyor to make valuations of property. 

Trust Funds Investment Bill, 1889.—In 1884 the council urged upon the 

Lord Chancellor that power should be given to trustees to invest all trust 
funds on the securities specified in section 21 of the Settled Land Act, 
1882, and with the consent of the court or a judge (1) in the purchase of 
land or in the guaranteed or preference stocks of railway companies 
having previously paid dividend on ordinary stock for ten years con- 
tinuously ; (2) on the security of any local authority in Great Britain, 
authorized by Parliament to borrow money; (3) in the Government 
security of any colony or dependency of Great Britain, including railway 
stock guaranteed by the Indian Government ; but his lordship did not at 
the time see his way towards taking any steps in the matter. Last year 
the council inserted in the Trustee Bill which was prepared and 
promoted by them a clause giving trustees wide powers of discretion ; 
but the clause was withdrawn in the House of Commons as likely to en- 
danger the Bill. This session a Bill which has been introduced by Mr. 
Cozens-Hardy proposes to authorize trustees, according to their dis- 
cretion, but subject to any required consent, to invest trust funds in cer- 
tain securities named in the Bill. ‘The council have considered the Bill, and 
have made numerous suggestions for amendment on points of detail. Oa 
the whole, they consider that the Bill, if passed, will usefully supplement 
the Trustee Act of last year. It will be a boon to beneficiaries and to 
trustees with a very restricted or no power of investment, and should 
tend to shorten the power of investment now inserted in settlements and 
wills. 
Investment of Cash under the control of the Chancery Division.—Last year 
the council considered whether additional securities might properly be 
authorized for the investment of cash under the ccntrol of the court. They 
drew attention to the powers given by section 21 of the Settled Land Act 
for the investment of capital money, and also to those contained in the 
Trusts (Scotland) Amendment Act, 47 & 48 Vict. c. 63, 8. 3, which 
authorizes trustees under any trust, unless specially prohibited by the 
constitution or terms of the trust, to invest trust funds in a variety of 
securities. Attention was also called to the form of investment clause 
sanctioned for settlements made in the Chancery Division. The council 
considered that the investments authorized by the Chaucery Division for 
funds settled under the direction or with the sanction of the judge might 
properly be authorized for the investment of funds under the control of 
the court, and they addressed a communication to the Lord Chancellor on 
the subject, who promised to submit it to the Rule Committee of the Judges. 
An amended rule, embodying some though not all of the suggestions made 
by the council, has since issued. 

Land Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888.—This Act was promoted 
by the council, and originated in the case of Re Pope (34 W. R. 693, 17 
Q. B. D. 745), decided in July 1886, in which it was held that a judgment 
creditor who had obtained a receivership order, amounting in law to the 
delivery of the land in execution, could defeat a purchaser for value, 
although the latter had no possible means of ascertaining that the order 
had been made, the previous registration of the judgment not being 
necessary, and the registration of the receivership order not being requi 
until a sale by the court under 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112 was desired. The 
council in August, 1886, issued a report, which was sent to the provincial 
law societies, calling attention to the grave dangers to which purchasers 
were exposed owing to the defective state of the law relating to judgments, 
executions, and unregistered charges, and also to the existence of a great 
number of statutory land charges for improvements, drainage, and other 

urpoees which would affect a purchaser, and of which no sufficient 
register existed. The subject was further discussed at the provincial 
meeting of the society at York in October, 1886, and a resolution was then 
passed recommending that legislation should be sought not only to amend 

















gistration of drainage and improvement charges, and of the title of trustees 
in bankruptcy, and for the extension of the system of official searches to 
the new registers. For the protection of purchasers for value such a 
register was necessary, asa large number of unregistered incumbrances 
have grown up from time to time, and the number of existing registers 
and records in different parts of the country was so great as to render a 
perfect and exhaustive search almost an impossibility. The council 
accordingly caused a Bill to be prepared and introduced in 1887, providing 
for the above objects, but the measure could not be proceeded with in that 
session owing to the pressure of other legislative bueiness. It was re-in- 
troduced in 1888, when it passed through the various stages and received 
the Royal Assent on the 24th of December. The Act came into operation 
on January Ist, 1889, and on that day rules under the Act (of which the 
drait had been previously submitted privately to the council) were issued. 
A copy of these rules was sent in January, 1889, to every member of the 
society, with a circular stating that (while the official search at the central 
offices for judgments, &c., remains unaltered) the searches under the new 
Act would be in Staple-inn (where the House of Lords committce insisted 
on locating the new registry), for (1) writs or orders in the nature of execu- 
tion; (2) creditors’ deeds of arrangement; (3) land charges under any 
statute created after January Ist, 1889, or assigned inter vivos after that 
date, unless registered before the Ist of January, 1890. As regards the 
secret title of bankruptcy trustces, the Bill as it passed the House of Lords 
contained similar provisions for the protection of purchasers for value 
without notice; but the Board of Trade insisted on these clauses being 
struck out, and the council, although they did not agree in the wisdom of 
that course, thought it better to yield than to lose the Bill. The Act pro- 
vides for official searches in the registers and entries under the Act. Mr. 
Pope, whose case led to this reform in the law, is a member of the society, 
and after the passing of the Act the council, on his application, assisted 
him towards the costs and expenses to which he had been put, treating the 
case as if they had been originally asked to support it as a test action 
necessary to be decided before Parliament could be asked to provide a 
remedy. 
(To be continued.) 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Ronert ‘Georce Guenn, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of 
the Borough of Croydon. Mr. Glenn is the only son of Mr. Robert 
Glenn, and was born in 1843. He was educated at Magdalen College, 
Cambridge, where he graduated in the second class of the Law Tripos in 
1864. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 
1867, and he is a member of the South-Eastern Circuit. 

Mr. Sreruen Henry West has been appointed a Revising Barrister. 
Mr. West is the only son of Mr. Stephen West, of Hessle, Yorkshire, and 
was born in 1851. He is a graduate of Worcester College, Oxford. He 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in January, 1876, and he 
practices on the North-Eastern Circuit and at the East Riding and Hull 
Sessions. 

Mr. Leovanp James Tatuam, solicitor (of the firm of Tatham & Hardy), 
of Library-chambers, Gray’s-inn, and of Highgate, has been appointed 
Solicitor to the Hornsey Local Board, in succession to his father, the late 
hae" Alfred Charles Tatham. Mr. L. J. Tatham was admitted a solicitor 
n 1883 

Mr. Nicnoias Arktnson, puisne judge in British Guiana, has been 
appointed to act as Ohief Justice of that colony. Mr. Justice Atkinson 
is the second son of Mr. Nicholas Atkinson, of Hull, and was born in 
1834. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 
1867. He was Solicitor-General of British Guiana from 1874 till 1875. 
= he was appointed a puisne judge of the Supreme Court of that 
colony. 

His Honour Judge Joun Morcan Howarp has been appointed a Magis- 
trate for Devonshire and for Cornwall. 

Mr. B. G. Daviess, solicitor, of Cadoxton, near Cardiff (late of Birming- 
ham), has been appointed a Notary Public for Barry Dovks. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 

Disso.vuTion. 
Cuarres Hitt, Joun SMALLsuaw, James Harpy Wetsny, and Frepenick 
Cuaries Hitt, solicitors (Welsby, Hills, & Smallshaw), Ormskirk and 
Southport. May 1. [ Gazette, July 26. 


GENERAL. 

It has been authoritatively announced that there is no foundation for 
the rumour of the early retirement of Mr, Baron Huddleston. 
Mr. Justice Charles last week sat as judge on the Western Circuit, of 
which for many years he was a distinguished leader. A large number 
of his old Exeter friends, says the Daily Telegraph, accompanied him to 
the cathedral services, and over one hundred members of the bar attended 
the dinner given by the Western Circuit in his honour. 
The Royal Assent was given by Commission on the 26th ult. to the 
following Bills:—Indecent Advertisements; Registration of County 
Electors (Extension of Time); Agricultural Holdings (Scotland) Act, 
1883, Amendment ; Weights and Measures ; Friendly Societies Act, 1888, 
Amendment; Herring Fishery (Scotland) ; Master and Servant ; National 
Portrait Gallery. 
The Daily Telegraph says that the Lord Ohief Justice of England, who 
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the defect in the Act of 1864 brought to light in Re Pope, but also forthere- | of making prisoners stand during the continuance of their trial. He 


directed Major Lane to withdraw his order to a prieoner to stand, and 
remarked that it was neither right nor just to compel such a proceeding. 
All — tried before him would be allowed to sit down if they so 
desired. 

At the Hammersmith Police Court on Wednesday it was announced 
that Mr. John Paget had resigned bis seat as the senior magistrate of the 
court. He had not presided since the 15th of April, on which day he was 
taken suddenly ill while hearing the charges, and was compelled to 
adjourn the court. Mr. Paget was called to the bar in 1838, and was 
appointed a magistrate in 1864. He first sat at the Thames Police Court, 
and was transferred to Hammersmith on the appointment of Sir James 
Ingham to the position of Obief Magistrate at Bow-street. 

** Modesty,’’ says the St. James's Gazette, ‘‘is ever pleasing ; but when 
it is found in an entirely unexpected place, such as the breast of a lawyer 
or 4 politician, it is doubly refreshing. An example of a modest lawyer 
(said to be quite genuine and reliable) has just been discovered in an 
applicant to the Lord Chief Justice for a vacant revising barriitership. 
He bases his claim uot only upon his forty-five years’ practice as a junior, 
but upon the fact that in all that time he has never taken an active part 
in politics. Clearly there must be unexpected depths of genius in a man, 
and that man a lawyer, who can lay his hand upon his heart and say 
that in a long life he has avoided all temptations to turn politician. 

A Government Bill has been introduced by Mr. Jackson to make better 
provision for the discharge of the duties of the Paymaster-General. It 
empowers the Treasury to make regulations (1) for transferring to the 
Bank of England or Ireland any of the duties now performed in the Pay- 
master-General’s office; (2) for otherwise altering or rescinding the 
regulations now in force for the conduct of business in that office; and (3) 
in the case of any funds or securities required by any enactment now in 
force to stand in the name of or to be held by the Paymaster-General or 
the assistant Paymaster - General jointly with any other person, for 
substituting for that official any officer of the Bank of England appointed 
in that behalf by the Treasury with the bank’s concurrence, or any officer 
of any public depsrtment. All regulations so to be made are to be laid 
before Parliament. The validity of any power of attorney or other 
authority given by the Paymaster-General or his assistant is not to be 
affected by anything done in pursuance of the regulations so to be made. 











COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 











Date APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
, No, 2, Kay. CHITrrTy. 
Monday, August . 5 Mr. Lavie Mr. Rolt Mr. Beal 
Tuesday ... 6 Pugh Godfrey Leach 
Wednesday. 7 Lavie Rolt Beal 
Thursday... oe SB Pugh Godfrey Leach 
ey re ee Lavie Rolt Beal 
GCI oc0ece 0. scosonsseses 13 Pugh Godfrey Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Monday, August ......... 5 Mr, Clowes Mr. Carrington Mr. Pemberton 
eee Koe Jackson Ward 
Wednesday even cosse Clowes Carrington Pemberton 
SRPOEAT...0cesesevsesesvens 8 Koe Jackson ar 
EE \dsnccien devenintbiccosn) @ Clowes Carrington Pemberton 
RCN ccarseveersncce-veses 10 Koe Jackson Ward 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ALLAN & Co, Limirgp—North, J, has, by an order dated June 28, appointed 
Ernest Henry Collios, 194, Coleman st, to be official liquidator Creditors are 
required, on or before July 31, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Wednesday, Aug 7, at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

CONSTITUTIONAL Ng&Ws ASSOCIATION, LIMITED—By an order made by Chitty, J, 
dated July 15. it was ordered that the association be wound up Colyer, Wych 
st, Strand, solor for petnar 

ELECTRICAL AUTOMATIC DELIVERY Box Co, Lim1TEp—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented July 25, directed to be heard before Kay, J, on Saturday, Aug 3 
Abrahams & Co, Old Jewry, solors for petners 

Lake Ciry Miyina Co, Limitep—Chitty, J, has fixed Aug 3, at 1!, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

La Luz MINEs OF Mexico, LimiTep—Petn for winding up, presented July 11, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J, on Saturday, Aug 3 Pulbrook, St Helen's 
place, solor for petner F 

LiTTLEBOROUGH DyEING Co, LimiTED—Kay. J, has, by an order dated July 12, 
appointed John Hoyle, Achen st, Rochdale, to be official liquidator Creditors 
are required, on or before Sept 2, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to the above Monday, Oct 28, at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

PRIncgss’s THEATRE Co, Limitsp-—By an order made by Chitty, J, dated July 
15, it was ordered that the company be wound up Durant, Guildhall chmbrs, 
Basinghall st, agent for Cummings, Derby. solor for petners 

Scumipt Douaias ELEcTRIc Co, LimiTED —Petn for winding up, presented July 
25, directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Saturday, Aug 3 Ularke & Sons, 
Serjeavts’ inn, Fleet st, agents for Gordon & Co, Bradford, solors for petner 

Scumint Dovaras Exvxectric Co, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented July 
24, directed to be heard before Chitty, J,on Aug 3 Williamson & Co, Sher- 
borne lane, solors for petner : ; 

Tuames BaBGcE Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented July 22, directed 
to be heard before Stirling, J,on Aug3 Vallance & Co, George yd, Lombard 
st, solors for petners 

County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

BritisH Congo Co, Limrrep —The Vice-Chancellor has fixed Thursday, Aug 8, 

at 11, at 2, Clarence st, Albert sq, Manchester, for the appointment of an official 





is presiding at the aesizes at Chelmeford, strongly objects to the practice 
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FRIENDLY SOCIETIES 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 

PRIDE OF WIGAN Drvision OBDER OF THE SONS OF TEMPERANCE FRIKNDLY 
Socigty, Ander’s Temperance Hotel, Dorning st, Wigan, Lancaster July 23 
Sr Joun’s LopGE, Leeds U.O.0.F. Friendly Society, Albert Inn, Cambridge st, 

New Town, Leeds July 23 
USPENDKD FOR NOT EXCEEDING THREE MONTHS. 
appre INDEPENDENT UNION Society, Bull’s Head Inn, Bradwell, Sheftield 
22 


y 

INDEPENDENT DRAGON LODGE OF ODD FELLOWS FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Green Dragon 
Inn, Watnall rd, Hucknall ‘Lforkard, Nottingham July 22 

INDEPENDENT MANCHESTER AND SaLFORD BuRIAL Society, Royal Oak, Oak st, 
Manchester July 22 

West MERSEA Goop SAMARITAN BENEFIT CLUB, Fox Inn, West Mersea, Col- 
chester, Essex July 22 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, fulz, 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. : 

ALEXANDRA PALACE AND PARK Co, LimiTED—Petn for winding up, presented 
July 26, directed to be heard before Pollock, B, on Wednesday, Aug 21 
Markby & Co, Coleman st, solors for petner 

ArtTHuR Dasuwoop & Co, Liumrrep —By an order made by Stirling, J, dated July 
“ it + ta ordered that the company be wound up Fuller, Coleman st, solor 

or petner 

BARTON UPON HUMBER AND District WATER Co, LimITED—By an order made by 
North, J, dated July 20, it was ordered that the company be wound up 
Hughes & Co, Budge row, solors for petner , 

But Horst Co, Limitrep—By an order made by North J, dated July 20, it was 
ordered that the company be woundup Torr & Co, Bedford row, agents for 
Simpson, Leeds, solor for petners “ 

Butt HOTEL Co, Luairep— orth, J, has fixed Wednesday, Aug 7, at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

COROMANDEL GoLp Co, Limirrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 27, 
directed to be heard before the Vacation Judge on Aug 21 Jerome & Co, 
Basinghall st, solors for petners 

CROOKBOTTOM UFACTUBING Co, LimrreEpD—Petn for winding up, presented 
July 29, directed to be heard before North, J, on Thursday, Aug 8 obbins & 
Se, —— Embankment, agents for Buckley & Miller, Stalybridge, solors 

or petners 

ORMEROD, GRIERSON, & Co, Limitgp—Stirling, J, has, by an order dated June 5, 
appointed Adam Murray, 104, King st, Manchester, to be official liq uidator 

STEIN’s BAKKRY Co, LIMITED—Stirling, J, has, by an order dated July 10, ap- 
pointed John Francis Olarke, 41, Coleman st, to be official liquidator Creditors 
are required, on or before Oct 20, to send their names and addresses, aud the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to the above Friday, Nov 8, at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
TED IN CHANCERY. 

STANDARD MANUFACTURING Co, LimiTED—By an order made by Bristowe, VC, 
dated June 19, it was ordered that the company be wound up Sale & Co, Man- 
chester, solors for petners 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

CROWN AND SCEPTRE FRIKNDLY SocrgTY, Crown and Sceptre Inn, Lydbrook, 
Gloucester July 24 

DECORATORS CLUB SOCIETY, 37, Grafton st, Tottenham court rd July 97 

INDEPENDENT PRIDE OF SOUTHWARK SICK AND BUBIAL BENEFIT F'RIHNDLY 
sone. Pride of Southwark Coffee Palace, 6, Grea. Suffolk st, Borough 

uly 3 

LoyaL ALBERT LODGE, United Order of True Britons, Royal Albert Inn, Main- 

dee, Monmouth July 26 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—TURSDAY, July 16. 
BECKETT, HENRY, Lichfield, retired Builder. Aug 31. Russell, Lichfield 


Deere, ppm, Lace Lodge, Kiiburn Rise. Sept 20. Palmer, Gresham House, 
ro 8 
Bissett, Many, Vernon st, Liverpool. Aug 5, Croft, Liverpool 


BopEN, WILLIAM, Rowsley, Derby, Stone Merchant, Augi6, Sleigh, Matlock 


Bridge 
Burton, WALTER, Crewe, Engineer. July 31. Latham, Crewe 
CATHERALL, THOMAS, Chester, Publisher. Aug 31. Moss & Sharpe, Chester 
CuLLEY, MaTrHEW TEWART, Coupland Castle, Northumberland, Esq. Sept 2. 
Dees & Thompson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Piste, Same ENRY, Watford, Herts, Gent. Aug 20, Skewes Cox, Red 
on &q 
FRANKLIN, SARAH, Alcester, Warwick. Sept1. Assinder, Birmingham 


HAMP£0N, JOHN, Brooklands, Sale, Cheshire, Cotton Manufacturer. Aug 1. 
Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 
HARRIS, JOSEPH GEORGE THOMAS, Cheltenham. Septi. Baylis, Cheltenham 


incon, sounem, Attercliffe, Sheffield, Gent. Aug 31, Hattersley, Mex- 
oroug 
JEFFERSON, HANNAH, Hastings. Aug. 20. Knocker & Co, Sevenoaks, Kent 


JonzESs, ARTHUR O'BRIEN, Epsom, Surgeon. Aug. 10. Burch & Co, Spring gdns 

—— SAMUEL, Etherdwick, Yorks, Farmer. Aug 21. Foster & Co, Gt 
e 

LANE, JOHN, Liverpool, Brewer. Aug 23. Laces & Uo, Liverpool 

Luck, RicHAaRD, Kingston on Hull, Gent. Aug 17. Thompson & Co, Hull 

MAYNARD, JANE FRAwcES, Harrogate, Yorks. Aug 16. Hargreaves & Joblin, 





ur 

RackstrRow, Henry, Stockwell park rd, Gent. Aug 20. Smith, Lancaster 
House, Savoy st 

— is, SECA, Marsworth, Bucks, Yeoman, Augi2, Horwood & James, 

esbury 

STANESBY, JOHN TATHAM, Bolingbroke grove, Wandsworth common, Actuary. 
Aug 30. Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 

Toony, Patrick, Harrogate, Hawker. Aug 3!. Kirby & Son, Harrogate 

London Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 19. 

ARMITAGE, JOHN THOMAS, Glossop, Derby. Aug 5. Smith, Hyde 

Bakky, Henry, Brecknock rd, Islington, Warehouseman. Aug 20. Fraser, 
Furnival’s inn 

Runners, Tecstss, Waterloo, Lancaster, Rice Miller. Aug 31, Miller & Qo, 

verpoo 

Bissetr, Evan, Liverpool. Aug 5. Cross, Liverpool 

Burton, WILLIAM, Rochdale, Hatter. Aug 23. Standring & Co, Rochdale 

DINSDALE, CAROLINE, Bournemouth. Sept 18. Warren & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Dry, Mary ANN, Solihull, Warwick. July 31. Jacques & Son, Birmingham 

Harnam, jouw, Bisley, Gloucestershire, Yeoman. Sept 20. Witchell & Sons, 

nt 





Hu11s, ELIzaBstu, Cambridge. Aug 2s. Ellison & Burrows, Cambridge 
Hunn, Jamas, Preston, Millwright. Aug 3it. W. & J. Cooper, Preston 
Horton, MARGARET Fanny, Cardigan rd, Richmond, Aug ic. Tyrrell & Son, 
Baymond bldngs, Gray’s inn : 
ovanpun, Weset, Crow Wood, nr Widnes. Aug #9. Banks & Kendall, 
verpco 
ILott, Mary ANN, New Mile Eud, Luton. Aug 31. Sponce & Co, Hertford 


Inauam, Jouy, Northampton, Architect. Aug 19. Becke & Green, Northamp- 


ton 
Suns, Suaneye HENRY, Clifton rd, Peckham, Builder. Aug 30. Cain, King st 
Jheapside 
LOCKLEY, CAROLINE ANNE, Bootham, York. Aug 20. Munby & Scott, York 
Manen. Rev WILLIAM, Wethersfield, Braiatree, Essex. Aug 20. Wade & Oo, 
Junmow 
MERBYMAN, WILLIAM HENRY, Woodland rd, Upper Norwood. Aug 21, Wheeler, 
Queen Victoria st 
Moxey, Joun, Highweek, Devon. Sept i. Hamlyn, Torquay 
PasQuatl, ANTONIO DE, Rome, Lunded Proprietor. Oct 22. Currie & Co, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 24 
PAUL, FREDERICK WILtIAM, Southsea, Retired Captain. August 24. Kingsford, 
Dormen, & Co., Essex st, Strand 
oe ees Bootle, Commercial Clerk. August 31. Bateson & Oov., 
iverpoo 
Pitcurr, HARRIET, Merriott, Somerset. Sept i. Hamlyn, Torquay 


Paice. ELIZABETH, 1, Upper Belgrave st. Sept 29. Wynne & Son, Lincoln’s iun 
fi »? 


e.ds 
a, OUN SWEET, Tiverton, Devon, Auctioneer. August 5, Dayman & Fisher, 
‘Tiverton 
SERGEANT, MAxrtA, Preston, Widow. Aug 3!. Cooper, Preston 


SMITH, ANN, Whitby. August 31. Woodwark & White, Whitby 
SMITH, JESSIE ABIGAIL, 32, Montague rd, Dalston. Augi. Tiddeman & Briggs, 


Finsbury sq Ps 

Strerusens, Louisa, Upper Lewes rd, Brighton. Augié. King & Son, Brighton 

STEWART, WILLIAM ALEXANDER, Newcastle upon Tyne, Draper. Sept 20. 
Brown, Newcastle upon Tyne 

ToweE tis, Georae, Yatton, Somerset, Army Pensioner. Aug 8 Sinnett & 
Spofforth, Bristol 

WATSON, JOHN, Fenchurch st, Merchant. Aug 16. Wataey & Co, Lombard st 

WELLS, SARAH ANN, Bournemouth. Aug 20. Sharp, Christchurch 

WHITING, WILLIAM, Beveriey, Yorks, Gent. Oct1, Robinson & Son, Beverley 

Waaquems, ‘wand ANNE, Willingdon, Sussex. Septi. Wilson & Leatham, 

aketlicic 
WOOLVEN, THOMAS, Egham, Surrey, Waiter. Aug 13. Leslie,@t Marlborough s; 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 23. 
Acock, JAMES ArtuurR, Oxford, Bookseller. Sept 20. Walsh, Oxford 
i, JouN WILLIAM, Wyke, nr Bradford, Gent. Aug 10. Wavell & Co, 
ax 

ANSELL, C., Harewood, Keyhaven, Milford, Consulting Actuary. Aug 30. 
Hudson & Cv, Queen Victoria st 

Basnsoee, JoHN, Horne, Surrey, Farmer. Sept:. Head & Sons, East Urin- 
steac 

— a Maun, North End rd, West Kensington. Aug3'. Young, New- 
gate 8 

BROWNING, FRANCIS, St John st, West Smithfield, Oil Merchant. Aug 8t. 
Scott, Austio Friars 

CARR, WILLIAM HENRY, Anfield Plain, Durham, Draper. Aug 19. Richardson, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

CHANDLER. ALicé, Beckenham, Kent. Aug 31, Merriman & White, King’s 
Bench walk, Temple 

CLARKE, HENRY MATHEW, Mount st, Gent. Aug 2}. Clarke, Princes st, West- 


mivster 
DAWSON, JoHN GIBSON, Penrith, Cumberland, Yeoman. Aug 23. Bleaymire & 
Shepherd, Penrith 
DONALDSON, EmILy, Alleyn Park, West Dulwich. Sept 14, Oiiver, Corbet court, 
Gracechurch st 
Duncur, JOHN, 1, Egerton Mansions, Brompton, Barrister at Law. Sept 1. 
Le Brasseur & Oakley, New Court, Lincoln's inn 
HANcock, CHARLES, Weaverham, Uhester, Farmer. August 10. James Pimlott, 
Weaverham 
Hopkins, Thomas Henry, Cardiff, Accountant. August 19. Morgan, Cardiff 
JENKINS, EMILY FELIzZA, Tenby, Pembroke. August 31. Lascelles, Narberth 
KLEINERT, ELISABETHA Barpara, Albers gate, Knightsbridge. Aug 3t. Lang- 
don, 1, West st, Finsbury circus 
Laneenew, THomas WALL, West Grinstead, Rector. Aug 5. Medwin & Ov, 
orseham 
LANGWORTHY, ELIZABETH, Bear’s Head Hotel, Newtown, Montgomery. Aug 2. 
Taibot & Wood, Newtuwn 
LESLIE, Hon HENRY HawortH, Wetherby pl. Aug 31. Griffith & Co, George 
st, Mansion House 
MILLER, —— Tonbridge, Karthenware Dealer. Aug 31. Alleyne & Walker, 
‘on ge 
Kase, Soa Grosvenor mews, Hanover sq, Coachman. Aug 19. Norton, 
oane 8 
— ~~~ JAMES, Royston, Hertford, Saddler. Aug 20. Hughes & Beadles, 


oyston 
—— — owen, Short st, Shadwell, Coachbuilder. Sept 4. Watson, Grace- 
urch s 
Sanvers, THomas, Lingfield, Surrey, Farm Manager. Aug 21. Head & Sous, 
East Grinstead 


Scott, ELIZABETH, Penrith, Cumberland. Aug 26. Arnison & Co, Penrith 

Smuru, ALFRED ALDER, Brighton le Sands, nr Liverpool, Broker. Sept 2- 
Sephton, Liverpool 

Samira, Lucy PeTronewwa, Fu'ham rd, Licensed Victualler. Aug27. Nash & 
Co, Queen st, Cheapsi te 

SPIeRS, EDMUND JOHN, Bolingbroke grove, Wandsworth, Gent. Aug 30. 
Hudson & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Swirt, CATHERINE, Chale, I.W. Augi5. Blount & Co, Arundel st, Strand 

WEUBLE, LEOPOLD, Exeter, Watchmaker. Sept 1. Movoper, Exeter 

WHITLING, HENRY TOWNSEND, Croydon, Surrey, Esq. Aug 20. Tathams & Pym, 
Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 

WuitTmorzE, Tuomas, Lonsdale rd, Westbourne gr, Painter. Aug 6. Southwell 
& Dennis, Wisbech 


3 
Wares, Guonas, Newport, Mon, Engineer. Sept 6. Vaughan & Horaby, 
ewpor 








Weneee TO weep eed be te a whores. A & one Me | ee J or 
ren a house have t heSani shoronghly exam pert 
from ‘The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., West~ 


ter (Estab. 1375), who also undertake the Ventilation of Olfices, &c,—{ ADVT.] 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. ' 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, July 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Acock. THOMAS GEORGE, Hulme, Manchester, Beer- 
house Keeper Manchester Pet July 24 Ord 
July 24 

ATHERTON, THOMAS, Waltor le Dale, nr Preston, 
Joiner Preston Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

BALMFIRTH, GEORGE, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet July 
23 Ord July 23 

Barry, W1LL1aAM THOMAS, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, 
Dairyman High Court Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

BRAPBUBY. JOHN SuAw, Lathom, nr Ormskirk, and 
JOHN GEORGE TWENTYMAN, Broad Green, Lanca- 
shire, Cotton Brokers Liverpovl Pet July 19 
Ord July 22 

Bury, RicgarD, Darwen, Lancashire, 
Blackburn Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

CIANTAR, Paut GALEA, Chorlton on Medlock, Cigar 
Merchant Manchester Pet July 8 Ord July 24 

CoFFEY, THoMAS REA, Cow Cross st, Smithfield, 
Provision Merchant High Court Pet June 6 
Ord July 23 

Cook, ARTHUR, Echington, Farmer Chesterfield 
Pet July 20 Ord July 22 

Cook, EDWARD JouN, Kingston upon Hull. Small- 
ware Dealer Kingston upon Hull Pet July 13 
Ord July 24 

Danby, GEORGE WILLIAM, Kingsten upon Hull 
Baker Kingston upon Hull Pet July 22 Ord 


July 22 
Dovatas, JAMES. Station rd, Little Ilford, Baker 
HighCourt Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
DWYER, JoHN, York, Butcher York Pet July 23 
Ord July 23 
EaGie, EpwAkEpD CLAY, Bradfield, Farmer Colchester 
Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
Sheffield, 


Engineer 


Licensed 


EcciksTonE, EpGAr HENRY, 
Victualler theflield Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
Exuiorr, Amos, Bedworth, Warwickshire, Tape 

Manufacturer Coventry Pet July 11 Ord 


July 22 
Enauisu. H G, Cheltenham, Riding Master Chelten- 
ham PectJuly6 Ord July 22 
FARNELL, Wi1LLIAM HEAP, Clarence st. Kingston, 
China Desler Kingston, Surrey Pet July 23 
Ord July 23 
Fru, THOMASJ AMES, Melksham, Wiltshire, Carpenter 
Bath Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
GARDNER, FRANCES JANE. Teignmouth, Hotel Pro- 
prictress Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 22 Ord 
July 22 ; 
GRIFFITH, THOMAS ARTHUR, Lichfield, Staffordshire, 
Wine Merchant Walsall Pet July 10 Ord 
July 23 
HAND, CHARLES, Derby, Provision Merchant Derby 
Pet July 2% Ord July 23 
HABLE, GAWEN, Cheltenham, Auctioneer Chelten- 
ham Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
HEINS, PETER, Sunderland, Grecer Sunderland Pet 
July 16 Ord July 24 
HELLER, Jonny, and THoMAS HELIER, Wick St 
Lawrence, Somersetshire, Milk Contractors 
Bridgwater Pet July 20 Ord July 24 
HowE.L., Joun Grirrity, Cardigan, Ironmonger 
Carmarthen Pet July 22 Ord July 23 
JAMES, ALFRED, Woolston, Southampton, Carpenter 
Southampten Vet July 22 Ord July 22 
JsruHcoTY, HENRY, Coventry, Painter Coventry 
Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
JEVONS, JAMES, Wolverhampton, Ironfounder’s Fit- 
ter Wolverhampton PetJuly 24 Ord July 24 
Manas, Gi.zs, Leeds, Clothier Leeds Pet July 24 
Ord July 21 
MALIIXSON, Dyson, Burnley, Cotton Manufacturer 
Burvley Pet July 20 Ord July 20 
MAYNARD, FRED, Husthwaite, Yorks, General Dealer 
York Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
Me1tor, HENKY, Eastborough, Dewsbury, Cabdriver 
Dewsbury Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
Patmer. E., Sydney rd, Hornsey, out of business 
High Court Pet July 9 Ord July 24 
PECK, JOHN, Wisbech St Mary’s. Cambs, Farmer 
King’s Lynn Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
POOLER, WILLIAM, Smethwick, Staffs, Draper West 
Bromwich Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
ROvQUETTE, HENRY SEYMOUR, Finsbury circus, 
Merchatt High Court Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
SEAGER, JAMES MORRISON, Gracechurch st, Chemical 
Manufacturer High Court Pet July 19 Ord 


July 22 

BTAMPER.EMILY JULIA MARION, Bournemouth, Fancy 
Draper Poole Pet July 23 Ord July 23 : 

STRICKLAND, JOSEPH PROBERT, Gravesend, Clothier 
Rochester Pet July 22 Ord ig | 22 

TIDSWELL, FREDERICK, Pendleton, Jobmaster Sal- 
ford Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

TorusM, GEORGE NAYLOR, Bradford, out of business 
Leeds Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

WELLS, GEORGE WILLIAM, Woking Station, Surrey, 
Ironmonger  (iuildford and Godalming Pet 
July 20 Ord July 20 

Wi.uiAMs, ERNEST H., Canton, Cardiff, Steam 
Yrawler Cardiff Pet July 19 Ord July 22 

WILLINGTON, JosHUA WILLIAM, Coventry, Hosier 
Coventry Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

FIRST MEETINGS. 


AINGB, Mary ANN, Ipsley, Warwickehire, Beer- 
house Keeper Aug7atil 25, Colmore row, Bir- 
mingham 

Baizxy, Vincent, Eversholt st, Hampstead rd, 
Clerk Aug? atit Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s 


inn fields 
Bassett, JAMES s, Wadhurst, Sussex, 


] Berminawam, Bryan, Pemb*oke Dock, Tin Plate 


BopEN, TuomMAs WALTER, Bournemouth, Insurance 
BRADY, EpWAED, Great Yarmouth, Baker Aug 3 at 
Butt, SARAH ANNE, Winsbill, Staffordshire, Milliner 
Bury, 
Cook, Joun,. Bedford, Provision Dealer Aug 7 at ll 
Donte, Tom, Mount Beacon, Bath. Plumber Aug 13 


DODDINGTON, EDWARD, Smnithfield, Dairyman Aug 


Worker Aug 7 at 12.15 Temperance Hall 


Pembroke Dock 


Agent Aug 2at1239 Off Rec, Salisbury 


Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 


Aug 2at3 Midland Hotel, Burton on Trent 
RicuarpD, Darwen, Lancashire, Engineer 
Aug 6 at 2.45 County coart house, Blackburn 


8, St Paul’s eq, Bedford 


at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 
7 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’sion 
DwYER. JOHN, Fossgate, York, Butcher Aug 8 at 
11 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 
EaGLe, Epwarp CLay, Bradfield, Essex, Farmer 
Aug 3atii Townhall, Colchester 
FELL, ‘TaomMas JAMES, Melksham, Wilts, Carpenter 
Aug i3at1 Off Rec. Bank chbrs, Bristol 
FRENCH. EBENEZER, Stalham, Norfolk, Butcher 
Aug 3ati2 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
GARDNER, FiuxANcES JANE, Tynemouth, Hotel Pro- 
prictress Auz 3 at 10.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on Tyne 
Gipps, CHARLES, Gorlestov, Svffolk, Butcher Aug 3 
at 11.20 Off Rec, 8, Kine st, Norwich 
HAkiM, PuHtrRIZ MERVAN, Nutficld. Surrey Aug 6 at 
11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inr fields 
HAtt, FREDERICK, and THOMAS JOSEPH HEAWARD 
SWINDLEY, West Bromwich, Staffs, Nailmakers 
Aug 8 at 2.30 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
HEINTzZE, ROBERT, Leyes rd, Victoria Docks, Baker 
Aug 6 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
HoweELt, GEORGE Rorert, Roman rd, Bow, Clothier 
Aug 7 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fie!ds 
HvuTcHINSON, HENRY, Brigg, Lincolnshire, Beer- 
house Keeper Aug2ati! G.S. Sowter, Solici- 
tor, Brigg 
JAMES, Tuomas, Narberth, Pembrokeshire, Grocer 
Wy at 11.45 Temperance Hall, Pembroke 
Joe 
JONES, DAvip, Ffrwnog, Montgomery sbire, Farmer 
Aug 2at1 Off Rec, Lilanidloes 
KNOWLES, FREDERICK JOHN, Peel-causeway, nr 
Bowdon, Cbesbire, Gent Aug 7 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
LARDER, ALFRED, Great Grimsby, out of employ- 
ment Aug 7at 2 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Great 
Giimsby 
LASSALLE, HENRY, Bedfordbury, Covent Garden. 
Theatrical Jeweler Aug 8 at 12 33, Carey st, 
Lincolr’s inn fields 
LAVER, WILLIAM JAMES, Percy villas, L'ottenham, 
Commercial Traveller Avgs atl1 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’sinn fields 
Lortus, Joun, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler Aug 
8at3 Off Ree, 25, Victoria st, Liverpool 
MAYNARD, FRED, now of Sutton on the Forest, and 
late of Husthwaite, both in Yorkshire, General 
Dealer and Huckster Aug 10 at12.15 Off Ree, 
£8, Stonegate, York 
Metior, HENRY, Dewsbury, Cabdriver Aug 2 at3 
Off Ree, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
MiraAmMs, A, Johnson’s bldgs, Iemple, Barrister at 
Law Aug 6 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincolu’s inn 
fields 
NIGHTINGALE, THOMAS WALTER, Paul st. Finsbury, 
Undertaker Aug7 at 12 53, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 
NuNN, ANNETTE, Fast Hill, Wandsworth, of no 
occupation Aug 6at4 119, Victoria st, We st- 
minster, 8.W 
OKELL, EvizA, Newcastle st, Strand, Chemist Aug 
7 at 11 Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lin- 
coln’s inn fieids 
PASHLEY & GREENSMITH, Nottingham, Aerated 
Water Manufacturers Aug 5 at 11 Off Kec, 1, 
High pavement, Nottingham 
Kuppick, ADAM, Churchtown. Southport, Gent Aug 
1é6at2 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st. Preston 
ScHMITTDIEL, HENRY, Walnut Tree walk, Lambeth, 
ay Aug 7at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 
STRICKLAND, JOSEPH ProbERT. Gravesend, Clothier 
Aug 3at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 
TORKINGTON, SAMUEL, Burnley, Joiner Aug 22 atl 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
TUTBILL, C., Sevenoaks, Kent, Builder Aug 3 at 12 
ww bidngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 
WADE, Roxzert, Shoreham, Sussex, Master Mariner 
Aug 21ati2 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldngs, Brigh- 


ton 
WADE, SAMUEL, Baildon, nr Shipley, Yorks, Coal 
| —~ eed Aug 2 at 11 Oft Rec, 22, Park row, 
eeds 
Wuitwortn, Joun, Aberdare, Draper Aug 2at 11 
Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
WILLIAMS, ALFRED AvUGuUsTUS, Mincing lane, Com- 
mission Agent Aug 6 at12 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Atcock, THOMAS GEORGE, Hulme, Manchester, Beer- 


ee Keeper Manchester Pet July 24 Ord 

uly <4 

ASHDOWN, Horacg, Oxford, Grocer Oxford Pet 
19 


June:«8 OrdJul 
ATHERTON, THOMAS, Walton le Dale, nr Preston, 
Joiner Preston Pet July 23 Ord July 24 
BaGott, GEORGE, and WILLIAM CLAYTON, St Paul’s 
Churchyard, Fancy Drapers High Court Pet 
June 18 Ord July 24 


BASSETT, JAMES. Wadhurat, Sussex, Wheelwright 


Tunbridge Wells Pet July 14 Ord July 23 


BILBROUGH, THOMAS, and MARK NOTTINGHAM. Leeds, 


Woollen Manufacturers Leeds Pet July 20 


Ord July 20 


BIRCUMSHAW, GERVASE MATrHus&ws, Nottingham, 


Lace Manufacturer Nottingham Pet July 17 


Ord July 22 


BLACKHURST, Tom, Halliwell, Lancs, out of business 


Bolton Pet July 1s Ord July 20 


Bourne, JAMES, Stockport, Cheshire, Metal Agent 


Manchester Pet May8 Ord July 24 


BRADBURY, JOHN SHAW, and JOHN GEORGS TWENTY- 


MAN, Liverpool, Cotton Brokers Liverpool Pet 


July 18 Ord July 24 


BRICKLAND, WALTER, Abingdon, Berkshire, China 


Merchant Oxford PetJunei3 Ord July 19 


Cook, Epwarp Joun, Kingston upon Hull, Small- 


ware Dealer Kingston upon Hull Pet July 12 


Ord July 24 


CORRALL, HENRY, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet 


July 13 Ord July 43 


DANBY, GEORGE WILLIAM, Kingstov upon Hull Baker 


Kingston upon Hull Pet July 22 Ord July 22 


DE KONGONCHEFF, PRINCE Norris, Bournemouth 


‘cole Pet June 25 Ord July 20 


Doppinaton, Epwarp, Kinghorn st, Cloth Fair, 


Dairyman High Court Receiving order made 

under sec 103 (4) Ord July 23 

DovuGLas, JAMES, Little Ilford, Essex, Baker High 

Court. Pet July 22. Ord July 22 

Dwyer, JOHN, York, Butcher York Pet July 23 

Ord July 23 

EAGLE, Epwarp CLAY, Bradfield, Essex, Farmer 

Colchester Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

ECCLESTONE, EpGAR HENRY, Sheffield, Licensed Vic- 

tualler Sheffield Pet July 22 Ord July 24 

Feri, THoMAS JAMES, Melksham, Wilts, Carpenter 

Bath Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

FIFE, JONATHAN, Asbford, Kent, Baker Canterbury 

Pet July 4 Ord July 22 

GOODACRE, JOHN, Liverpool, out of business Liver- 

pool PetJuly3 Ord July 22 

Gorro, BRAmsToN, York rd, King’s cross, Army Con- 

tractor High Court Pet Junei4 Ord July 22 

JAMES, ALFRED, Woolston, Southampton, Carpenter 

Southampton Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

JAMES, THOMAS, Narberth, Pembrokeshire, Grocer 

Pembroke Dock Pet July 17 Ord July 23 

JOYCE, CHARLES FRANCIS WALTER, Balham High rd, 

Surrey, Boot Dealer Wandsworth Pet July 6 

Ord July 22 

MACKLEY, WILLIAM, Mountsorrel. Leicestershira, 

Fishmonger Leicester Pet July 12 Ord July 

MADGE, GILES, Leeds, Clothier Leeds Pet July 2% 

Ord July 24 

MAYNARD, FRED, Sutton on Forest, Yorkshire 

General Dealer York Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

MELLOR, HENRY, Eastborough, Dewsbury, Cabdriver 

Dewsbury Pet July 23 Ord July 24 

MILLs, GEORGE Etcuss, Chesterton, Cambridgesbire, 

Builier VCambridge Pet July1 Ord July 23 

PARYALt, SIDNEY FRANCIS, Bristo!], Saddler Bristol 

Pet July 12 Ord July 22 

PEcK, JOHN, North Brink, Wisbeck St Mary’s. Cam- 

bridgeshire, Farmer King’s Lynn Pet July 22 

Ord July 22 

POOLER, WILLIAM, Smethwick, Staffordshire, Draper 

West Bromwich Pet July 22 Orda July 22 

Rippick, ADAM, Churchtown, nr Southport, Gent 

Preston PetJuly9 Ord July 22 

ROBERTSON, JOHN, Leicester, Coal Merchant Lei- 

cester Pet July 23 Ord July 29 

SHARMAN, JOHN, Belgrave, Leives, Builder Leicester 

Pet July 17 Ord July 23 

SHEPPARD, LuDLOW (in the judgment and bank- 

ruptcy notice described as Ludlow Shepherd) 

Sydney rd, Stockwell, Butcher High Court 

Pet June 24 Ord July 29 

SyMEs, WILLIAM SANDHAM, Chesterfield, Doctor of 

Medicine Chestertield PetJunei6é Ord July 22 

TAYLOR, JOHN BARNETT, Cheltenham, Piano Seller 

Cheltenham Pet June4 Ord July 20 

THOMAS, CHARLES WALTER, Romford rd, Baker 
High Court Pet July 19 Ord July 23 

Tootnu, A, Walterton rd, Queen’s pk High Court 
Pet May 22 Ord July 22 

ULLATHORNE, GRANVILLE SHARP, Queen Victoria st, 
Engineer High Court PetJune7 Ord July 23 

WADE, SAMUEL, Baildon, nr Shipley, Coal Merchant 
Leeds PetJuly5 Ord July 22 

WELLS, GEORGE WILLIAM, Woking Station. Surrey, 
Ironmonger Guildford and Godalming Pet July 
20 Ord July 23 ; 

Wutu1aMs, Ernest H, Cardiff, Smackowner Cardiff 
Pet July 17_ Ord July 23 

WILLINGTON, JOSHUA WILLIAM, Coventry, Hosier 
Coventry Pet July 22 Ori July 23 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ASHBUBN?R, MARTIN. Row Nead, Gosforth, Caumber- 
bad, Yeoman Whitehaven Pet July 25 Ord 
uly 25 
BERMEL, Ratru, Commercial rd, out of busiaess 
High Court PetJuly 26 Ord July 26 
Brirp, JosEern Bovcock, Talfourd rd, Uamberwell. 
Commission Agent High Court Pet July 2 
Ord July 25 
BREWER, WILLIAM JOHN, Eastbourne. Coachbuilder 
Eastbourne and Lewes Pet July 23 Ord July 24 
Bur_sER, JAMES, Thistleton, nr Kirkham, Lancashire 
mena late Farmer Preston Pet July 25 Ord 
uly 25 
CARPENTER, JOHN AUSTIN, Alma terr, Kensington, 
Middlesex, of no occupation High Court Pet 
July 25 Ord July 25 
DANIEL, HENRY, the younger, Chantry rd, Brixton, 
Potato Salesman High Court Pet July10 Ord 





BALMFIRTH, GEORGE, Leeds, Grocer 





D te: 
Wheelwright Aug 2 at 2.30 Spencer & Reeves, 
Mount Pleasant, Tunbridge Wells 


July 23 Ord July 23 


Leeds Pet 


July 25 
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Dovey, F. A., wroteteh. Architect Greenwich Pet 
Junei3 Ord Jui hy 
EDWARDS, JAMES McLEaN, Porth, Glamorganshire, 
Clothier emer BR Pet b July 3 #% Ord July 24 
ELBOROUGH, A moter 
High Court Pet June : re Ju 
FitzGIspon, CHARLES VALENTINE, Teaenhall st, 
ae s Clerk High Court Pet May13 Ord 
ul 
Ferrin, Tomas, Brighton, Lodeing house keeper 
Brighton Pet July 25 Ord J > 25 
GILL, JOHN, and GrorGE Grit, Alston, Cumberland, 
Brewers Carlisle Pet July 25 Ord July 25 
GoopWIN, GEORGE, Stramshall, Uttoxeter, Stafford- 
shire, Farmer Burton on Trent Pet July 26 
Ord J uly 26 
HEINTZ, FREDERICK WILLIAM, London =. Mer- 
chant HighOourt PetJuly5 Ord July 26 
HmiMAN, WILLIAM, Newbold, nr _ Chesterfield, 
Engineer Chesterfield Pet July 25 Ord July 25 
Hitts, THomas, Shardeloes rd, New oem, Grocer 
Greenwich ‘Pet July 93 Ord is ay 
Hopper, Fewson, Kingston _u ual, Furniture 
—— Kingston upon Hull. "Pet July 22 Ord 
u 5 
How, RopertT Gate, Southwark st, Iron Merchant 
High Court Pet J uly 25 Ord July 25 
HowE8, FREDERICK WILLIAM, The Parade, Lewisham 
Fie h rd, Tailor Greenwich Pet July 24 Ord 
uly 24 
JOHNSON, JOHN TEASDALE, ene iy oie 
Stockton on Tees Pet July 25 Ord Jul 
JULIAN, RICHARD, Iverson rd, Kilburn. Builder 
High Court Pet July 25 Ord July 25 
Krinc, Hsgnrgy, Leicester, Og = Traveller 
Leicester Pet July 24 Ord July 2¢ 
MoRGAN, mn JAMES, Sheerness, Lieutenant in 
Royal Navy Rochester Pet July 18 Ord July 25 
NIGHTINGALE, . Builder 
Rochester Pets July 2 97 Ord July 
PENNINGTON, GEORGE, Sheffield, Seamer Sheidield 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
POOLE, JOHN Ins, Widnes, ae Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet July 26 Ord July 
PORTWAY, CRESSEL JOHN, Egham, Surrey. Grocer 
Kingston, Surrey wad July 27 Ord July 27 
MEE, Shrewsbury. Stock 
ond sans Broker Shrewsbury Pet June 24 
rc 


REEs, GROBGE Honeyborough, Pembroke, nee 
Pembroke Dock Pet July12 Ord July 

SHARROCKS, JOHN E, Rochdale, = , : A 
a Pet July 15 Ord July 


POSTLETHWAITE, FRANK 


SIBLEY, E R, Stroud, Glos, Soabcher Gloucester 
Pet J 12 Ord July 25 

SImpson, WILLIAM, aan, Carter Oldham Pet 
July 26 Ord July 2 

SINFIELD, JAMES, business 


Y Brighton ~. .* 

Brighton Pet July 26. Ord Jul 

STAINES, JOHN THOMAS, Piper ectuser East 
Stonehouse Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

Storr, THOMAS, Monctevter, Garver Manchester 
Pet July 26 ee . 

ETRATTON, WILL iswick, Draper Brentford 
Pat July 24 Ord. aint 

SuTTON, G. F., Oakley sq, Regent's park,Gent High 

T Court Pet oan ert, Bae, » Datryman High 

HOMAS, DAVID. Fairfoot r ow, g' 
Court Pet July 27 Ord Jul 

Tripple, Horace, Debach, Buitolk, Farmer Ipswich 
Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

WHITELEY, CHARLES, Northampton, ian Dresser 
Northam _ a pet July 25 jOed Jaly 

Va, Treherbert. Glamorganshire 

Black sinith Pontypridd Pet July Or 


y 25 

Wooprvurr, Ropert, Raunds. sestumnatensttes, 
Baker Northampton Pet July 27 Ord Juiy 27 

Woops, AzBERT W., St George’s rd, Pimlico, the 
Rouge Dragon at the Co lege of Arms High 
Court Pet May10 Ord July 25 

Woopwarp, WILLIAM, Markyate Street. py 
entre, > Smith St Albans Pet July 26 
rd Ju 

WarIGuHT, ro E., Le tonstene, Essex High Court 
Pet Oct 26 Ord July 2 


The following amended a is con nape for that 
published in the London Gazette of July 16. 
RANDBETH, THOMAS GoORST, Warrington, Grocer 
Warrington Pet June27 Ord July 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

ADDINELL, RoBERt Henry, Leeds, Basket Maker 
Aug7atit Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Alcock, THoMAas GEORGE, Hulme, Manchester, 
Beerhouse Keeper Aug?7 atit Off Rec, Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

ASHBURNER, MARTIN, Gosforth, Cumberland, Yeo- 
man AugS8at3 67, buke st, Whitehaven 

ATHERTON, THOMAS, Walton le pale, Preston, Joiner 
Aug 16 at 2.45 Off Rec, 14, Geel st, Preston 

BEvAN, JOB WALTER, Dowlais, G! oretire. Inn- 
neoper' 8 Assistant Aug 8 at 11 Ton Merthyr 


BILBROUGH, THoMAS, and Mark NOTTINGHAM, 
Leeds, Woollen Manufacturers Aug 6 at 3 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

BRapbury, JOHN SHAW, and JoHN GEORGE TWENTY- 
MAN, Liverpool, Cotton Brokers Aug9at2 Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

BRANDRETH, THOMAS’ GoRST, Warrington, Grocer 
Aug 9 at 11.30 Court house, Upper "Bank st, 
Warrington 

Brooks, THoMas, Coalville, Leicestershire, Labourer 
Aug sat 3 Off Rec, 98, Friar lane, Leicester 

BUILBr, JAMES, Fleetwood, Laucs, Ostler Aug 16 at 
1 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

CLEMESHA & Co, Leeds, Provision Merchants , Aug 7 
ati2 Off Kec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

AVIES, JOHN, Pontycymmer, nr Bridgend, Iron- 


monger Aug 16 at 10 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 


DAVIES, MANSEL BERNARD, Blaine, _fton, Grocer 
Aug 8 at2 Off Rec, Merthvr 

Davies, Ropert P., Blaenau F +4 Meri»neth- 
shire, Watchmaker Aug Tae Bankruptcy 
Ofilce, Crypt chbrs, Cheste 

Dawson, THOMAS, Sheflield, Fish Dealer Aug 7 at 
10.30 i bo, Wigtzes tans, © Sheffield 
LESTONE, EDGAR HENRY, Shettield, Licensed 
Victualler Aug 7 at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, 
Sheffield 

LAND, ALFRED HERBERT, Leeds, Commercial 

esis Aug 6atit Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


HAEL, Blaenavon, Mon. Pawnbroker 
Aug 8 at at 3 3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Grnss, H., West + Kensington terr, Builder Aug 

8atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

GILL, JOHN, and GrorGE GILL, Alston, Cumberland, 
ae Aug 8 at 12 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, 

arlisle 

GOoopWIN, GEORGE, Stramshall, Uttoxeter, Stafford- 
shire, Farmer Aug7at3 Lion Hotel, Uttoxeter 

HAND, Cuanres, Doty. Provision Merchant Aug 6 
at3 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

HAYEs, Wate WILLIAM, Oswestry, Salop, Grocer 
Ang by 230 Bankruptcy office, Crypt chmbrs, 

es) 

HBLLIER, JOHN, and Tuomas HELLIER, Wick 8t 
Lawrence, Somerset, Milk Contractors Aug7 at 
11.30 Railway Hotel, Weston super Mare 

HILLMAN, WILLIAM, Newbold, nr Chesterfield, Engi- 
neer "Aug 9at2 Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 

JAMES, ALFRED, Woolston, Southampton, oon ya 
Aug Tatil Off Rec, 4, East st, Southa’ 

JEPHOOTT, HENRY, Coventry, Painter ane 8 at 10 
Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

JoHNS, ALFRED JAMES, Clipstone st, Gt Portland st, 
Coftee house Manager Aug9atil 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

JOHNSON, JOHN TEASDALE, Darlington, Durham, 
Butcher Aug 13 at 11 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
Middlesborough 

JONES, JOHN BircH, Liangollen, Denbighshire, 

ainter Augsati1.15 The Priory, Wrexham 

Joycos, OHARLES FRANCIS WALTER, ‘rand parade, 
Balham High rd, Boot Dealer Aug 7 at 3 119, 
Victoria st, Westminster 

KEENE, CHARLES AUGUSTUS, Armley, Leeds, Prison 
— Aug 6 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


KNIGHT, JAMES, Claro terr, South Kensington, 
aed Aug Dat 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’ 8 


MALLINson, Dyson, Burnley, Cotton Maker Aug 7 
at 3.30 - Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Man- 


chester 

MORGAN, CHARLES WILLIAM, Ebbw a, i 
Painter Aug8ati2 Off Rec, Merth: 

PaGE, JoHN WILMOT EDWIN, New st, ny me 
Designer Aug 9 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

PECK, JOHN, North Brink, Wisbech St Mary’s, Cam- 
Petigeenire, Farmer Augiiat10 Court House, 


King’s L: 
PICKARD, WALTER, and ARTHUR PICKARD, Leicester, 
. 28, Friar 


Bootmakers Aug 8 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, 

lane, Leicester 

STLETHWAITE, FRANK MEE, Shrewsbury, Stock- 
broker Aug 10 at 2 Law Society’s Rooms, 
Shrewsbury 


—_—~" GrorGs, Gt Houghton, nr Barnsley, Yorks, 
Blacksmith Aug9ati0 Off Rec, 1, Hanson st, 


sley 
Rops, JAMES, Fore st, Linen Factor Aug 9 at 12 
83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
SCHAEFFER, ©. P., Gt Winchester st, Commission 
Agent Aug9 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
SILLEY, JOHN, Mitcheldean, Glos, Seed Merchant 
Aug6at3 Off Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 
STAMPER, EMILy JULIA MaRIon, oo outh,Fancy 
Draper Augéat3 Off Rec, Salisbury 
Taveee, 2 JOSEPH, Sheffield, File Manager Aug 7 at 
11 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Debach, Suffolk, Farmer Aug 6 at 
Off Rec, Ipswich 
WILLINGTON, JOSHUA WILLIAM, Coventry, Hosier 
Aug 8 at 10.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Weer, WILLIAM, Bank Top, Darlington, 
ie Dealer Aug wWatil Of Rec, 8, Albert rd, 


Middiestore 
ape UDICATIONS. 


BADGER, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Norton, Derbyshire, 
—w Proprietor Sheffield Pet June 4 Ord 


e 

BENNETT, WALTER Gupeen, Oxford, Clerk Oxford 
Pet July9 Ord July 

BERMEL, RALPH, Uonmnevetal “. ty of business 
High Court ‘Pet July 26 Ord 

BICKERTON, AUGUSTUS (Mn Oi ie Isle of 
Wight, Linen +" Newrort and Ryde P Pet 
J 17 Ord July 22 

Brrp, JosEPH Bovcooxk, Talfourd rd, Camberwell, 
Commission Agent High Court Pet July 25 

y 2 

BRANDRETH, THOMAS GoRST, Wesriagton, Grocer 

Warrington Pet June 27 Ord July 


<4-4 





July 
Lencashize, Engineer 
BUTLER, JAMES, Thistieton, nr 
p- = t, Merchant High Uourt Pet June 6 Ord 





BREWER, WILLIAM JOHN, Eastbourne, " cendhei Sen 
Eastbourne and Lewes Pet July 23 Ord 
Bury, E00 OHARD, Darwen, 
Biackburn Pet July 22 Ord July 27 
seam, Lencashive, 
Ostler Preston Pet July 95 Ord July 
Cones. Tuomas REA ign’ Gocet’ Sinithfeld, Pro- 
HENRY ley villas, Hampton, 
Butcher High Gout Court Pet June 26 Ord July 23 


Davies, CHARLES Epwarp, Rusholme, Manchester, 
Patentee chester PetJuneS Ord July 8 
Davies, Ropsrt P, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth- 
shire, Wi Portmadoc and Blaenau 
Pet June 26 Ord ae A . 
Epwarps, James McLzan, Porth, G rganshire, 
Clothier Pontypridd Pet July 24 eOed aly 24 
EDWARDS, JOHN, and Vavip Epwakrps, Treherbert, 
{nites Builders Pontypridd Pet July 
3 
FRANKS, MICHAEL, Blaenavon, Monmouthshire, 
Pawnbroker Tred Pet June * Ord July 35 
FRETTEN, THOMAS, Brighton, Lodging house kee) r 
hton Pet Jule as Ord J ~s 
GILL, JonN, and GzorGE GILL, Alston, O 
Brewers Carlisle Pet July 25 Ord July 25 
HE ns, PeTer, Sunderland,Grocer Sunderland Pet 
July 15 Ord July 26 
Hiro, THOMAS ATKINSON, Smethwick, out of busi- 
ness West Bromwich Pet t6 Ord July 27 
Hoge. Fewson, Kington on Hull, srgete Dealer 
— on Hull Pet July 22 Ord July 
JgP Henry, Oo 
Pet et Jt uly 23 Ord Jul 
JEVONS, Taxes, Wolverhampton, Ironfounders’ Fitter 
Wolverhampton PetJuly % Ord July 26 
Jonsson, JAMas, W: , oe Spinner Wigan 
J os 7 = TRASD Darlington, Butcher 
OHNSON, JOHN Ang arlington, 
Stockton - Tees and Middlesborough Pet July 
2 OrdJu i 
KING, oe , mouaben S Congnpratet Traveller Lei- 
cester Pet July 24 Ord July 2 
KirKaLDy, Ropert ALEXANDER, Little Moorfields, 
eg Victualler High Uourt Pet July 12 
LoFTus, J ~~ hy Liverpool, Licensed Victualler Liver- 
pool Pet July 19 Ord Ju ag 
a) > Ay ohnson's bl Re, Temple, Be Barrister 
at Law High Court Pet F ly 26 
Morgan, Hensy James, Sheerness, Lieu en in 
yal Navy eee Pet July 17_ Ord July 25 
Gegvesent, Builder 
iva Ord July 27 
m, Durham, Saddler 
Durham Pet aly 16 "Oel J uly 27 
ae, THOMAS, — Josero HENRY GREENSMITH, 
Notting rated Water Manufacturers 
Nottingham Pet Jul 6 Ord July 26 
Pook, JOHN TIMMINS, Widnes, =~ Boot Dealer 
Liverpool Pet July 26 Ord July 
SILLEY, JOHN, Mitcheldean Glowstaen, Seed Mer- 
chant Gloucester Pet June 26 Ord July 
Srvpson, WILLIAM, Ol , Lancs, Carter Oldham 
Pet July 26 Ord July 


STAINES, JOHN THomas” Piymouth, Piasterer East 
Stonehouse Pet July 26 Ord July 27 

, Manchester, Carver Manchester 

Pet He AH Ord July 26 

ton, Lanendtien, Job- 


mas' Salford Pet Tuly : 22 Ord July 2 

TrpreLe, Horace, Lp ty Suffolk, Farmer feowtss 
Pet tg Be Ord July 26 

va < 





= ad Painter "Govéatey 


£8, Northampton, Leather Dresser 
ton —p July 25 "Ord July 25 

Writtany 1 ag ol mas, Treherbort, Glamorganshice. 

ksmith Pontypridd Pet July % Ord 


w 
wot. Rosert, Raunds, Northamptonshire, 
Baker 'N orthampton Pet July 97 Ord July ad 
WoOopWARD, WILLIAM, Markyate st, Herts, General 
Smith St Alban’s Pet July 26 Ord July 26 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Marriort, ANN Price, Ramsgate, Ropiaser Can- 
terbury Adjud April 12 Annul July 8 





SALES rd ENSUING WEEK, 


Aug 8.—Messrs. ELLs, CLARK, & 
Oo., at the Mart Hee EU. a ., at 2, Absolute Reversion 
sec adv: ent, this week, 


). 
pS a BaKER & Bons’ ot the Mart, E.C., at 
{tia week, p _— Estate (see advertisement, 
is week, p. 4). 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 
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THE THREATENED BLOCK IN THE CoUNTY OCoURTS 639 
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StaMr Dury ON THE ASSIGNMENT OF GOODWILL.. 640 
CORRESPONDENCE «soces .coceges soe steceecsceseseoe GAL 
NEW ORDERS, &C, -+«eee-sue ccoee.c eeesececsce-coe GHl 
LAW STUDENTS’ JOUBNAL «ccccescccseccersscccecese 4 
SOCCEe eee FHS TEEEEE Cee eee 








sees coeeees ceceseereceseceeerecsvesses O48 








IMPORTANT. . : 

N old-established wealthy Life Office is 
a Secretary for their 

-- & — TEE of either branch of 


Prof some “wht'ind tas of, 
ity for, Life rance Work find this 


a@ good appointment.—Iteplies must state terms 
"and ma be » addressed dence to 








& Betty, Ad rtising Con- 
ooper y, Adve’ 
tensbora, 24, <Walbrook. E.0. y 
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OCIETY, 


General Manager and Secretary, THOS. R. RONALD. 


THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL, 


THELAW GUARANTEE& TRUS 


LIMITED. 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 











HEAD OFFICE: 9, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London. 
TRUSTEES : 


The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE DAY. 
The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE GRANTHAM. 


The Hon. BARON POLLOCK. 
The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE KAY. 


OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 


1—FIDELITY GUARANTEES, given on behalf of Clerks, Cashiers 1V.—DEBENTURES and BANK DEPOSITS 
Travellers, and others; also Bonds on behalf of Trustees in Bankruptcy, Liqui- V.—TRUSTEES FOR DEBENTURE, &c, 


pers 

e Society acts as Trustee 
dators and Receivers under the High Court, and all pe holding Gov for Debenture and other Loans. z : 
appointments, where required ; ee neem! er ree VL—TRUSTEESHIP. The Society is also prepared to be appointed Trustee 


and 
AT intn Aon De ee granted. ‘ | either in existing Trusts or in those to be hereafter created. 
B.— f NDS entered into at moderate rates. 
II.—ADMIRALTY BAIL BONDS granted. VIL.—TITLES GUARANTEED ( 5 dohogs ts ome). 
IlI.—MORTGAGE INSURANCES effected. VILI.—-CONTRACTS GUARANTEED (as to due performance). 
For further particulars apply to the Head Office, as above, or to any of the Branches :— 
ANCHESTEE : 51, King-street. LIVERPOOL : 6, York-buildings, 14, Dale-street. 


See special Prospectus.) 


City : 9, St. Mildred’s-court, Poultry, E.C. EDINBURGH : 53, George-street. 





THE BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY, Lb. 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL... we .. ONE MILLION. 


TRUSTEES. : ‘ 

THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL (StR RICHARD E. WEBSTER, Q.C., M.P.). Sim HORACE DAVEY, @.C. 
ROBERT ROMER. Esa., Q.0. eaten. WILLIAMS, Esq. (Messrs. Freshfields & Williams). 
‘ , Esq. (Messrs. Wyatt, Hoskins, Hooker, & Williams). 
James Hooker pide: Bea. (Messrs. Bedford, Monier- Williams, & Robinson), 
William Maples, Esq. (Messrs. Maples, Teesdale, & Co.). 
Herbert W. elson, 1s . (Messrs. Lowless, Nelson, & Co.). 
Arthur George Parson, eg. (Messrs. Wordsworth, Blake, & Co.), 
Henry Leigh Pemberton, Esq. (Messrs. Pemberton & Garth), 
Marshall Pontifex, Esq. (Messrs. Pontifex, Hewitt, & Pitt). 
Horace N. Pym, Eeq. (Messrs. Tatham & Pym). 
Arthur H. Renshaw, Esq. (Messrs. Renshaw). 
BLAKER, & HAWES, 117, Oannon-street, E.C. = : 
Ra, by Fire and Lightning on eligible risks within the United Kingdom, including 
Mercantile Insurances. 
HEAD OFFICE.—5, LOTHBURY, BANK, E.C. H. FOSTER CUTLER, Manager and Secretary. 
BRANCHES: London (West End), 97, Ohancery-lane ; Birmingham, 104, Colmore-row; Manchester, 4, Chapel-walks; Edinburgh, 53, George-street; Glasgow, 
176, West George-street ; Leeds, 17, East Parade ; Bristol, 11, Clare-street ; Liverpool, The Temple, Dale-street. 





Sir Henry Watson Parker (Messrs, Parker, Garrett, & Parker), Chairman, 
Henry Turton Norton, Esq. (Mesars. Norton, Rose, N orton, & Co.), Vice-Chairman, 
Jobn G. Bristow, Esq. (Messrs. Wilson, Bristows, & Carpmae)). 

Holroyd Chaplin, Esq. (Messrs. Valpy, Chaplin, & Peckham). 

Robert Cunliffe, Esq. (Messrs. Cunliffes & Davenport). 

Robert W. Dibdin, Ksq. (Messrs. Bridges, Sawtell, Heywood, & Co.). 

Edward G. Gibson, Esq. (Messrs, Stibbard, Gibson, & Co.). 

Geo. Woodyatt Hastings, Eeq., M.P. (Chairman of the Worcester County 


Quarter Sessions). 
_ SOLICITORS.—Messrs. BAKER, 
TuIs Company is prepared to entertain proposals for Insurance against di 








Prorit AND Loss Account, 


| ONDON and COUNTY BANKING 
COMPANY (Limited). 

Established in 1836, and registered in 1880 under “ The 
Companies Acts, 1862 to 1879,’’ 


Capital, £8,000,000, in 100,000 Shares of £80 each. 


REPORT adopted at the Half-Yearly General Meeting, the 
Ist August, 188", 


The Directors, in submitting to the Proprietors the 
Balance-sheet for the Half-year ending 30th June 
last, have to report that, after paying interest to cus- 
tomers and all charges, making provision for bad and 
doubtful debts, allowing £34,091 5s. 8d, for rebate on 
bills not due, and transferring £15,000 in reduction of 

remises account, the net profits amount to £225,237 15s, 7d. 

This sum, added to £29,404 2s, 4d., the balance brought 
forward from last account, produces a total of 
£254,641 17s. 1ld, 

The Directors have declared an Interim Dividend for 
the half-year of 10 per cent., which will absorb 
£200,000, leaving the sum of £54,641 17s, 1ld. to be car- 
ried to the Profit and Loss New Account. 

The Dividend, £2 per share, free of Income Tax, will 
be payable at the Head Office, or at any of the Branches, 
on or after Monday, 12th August, 


Suget or Tae Lunpon anp County BANKING 
Company (LimirED), 30TH June, 1889, 


Dr. £ sd. £ e 4. 
To Capital subscribed, 
£8,000,000 paid up 
To Reserve Fund .......0+.. 
To Due by the Bank on 
Current Accounts, on 
Deposit Accounts, with 
Interest accrued, Circular 
Notes, BC..ccccscccccece 
To Liabilities on Accept- 
ances, covered by Cash 
or Securities or Bankers’ 
Guarantees 
To rebate on Bills not due 
carried to next Account., 
To Profit and Loss Balance 
brought from last Account 
To Net Profit for the Half- 
year, after making provi- 
sion for bad and doubtful 
debts, and . transferring 
£15,000 to Premises Ac- 
COUNT ..ceeee 


BaLance 


£2,000,000 0 
1,000,000 0 


32,476,794 5 


3,389,167 13 
34,091 5 


29,404 2 4 


225,237 15 7 


254,641 17 11 


£39,154,695 2 6} 


Cr. 
By Casli at the Head Office 
and Branches, and with 


s. d, £ s. d. 


Bank of England ......«. 3,881,174 19 3 


By Loans at Call and at 
Notice, covered by Securi- 


THES cecccccrcccccsecccccce 2,914,264 16 5 


—— 


Investments, viz.:— 
By Consols (2? per Cent.) 
registered and in Certifi- 
cates, and New 24 per 
Cents,, £4,482,991 7s, 
lid., Canada 4 per Cent. 
Bonds, Egyptian 3 per 
Cent. Bonds, and Turkish 
4 per Cent. Bonds guar- 
anteed by the British 
Government eons seccerss 


By India Government Stock 
and Debentures, and 
India Government Guar- 
an ilway Deben- 
tures and Stock ...ccooe 

By Metropolitan and other 
Corporation Stocks, 
DebentureBonds,English 
Railway Debenture Stock 
and Coionial Bonds .... 

By Other Securities ...... 


SS 


By Discounted Bills Cur- 
rent 


5,155,741 9 1 


905,127 


3 9 


918,121 6 7 
22,732 11 5 


CNL. care covccssccceoee 12,499,765 14 3 


By Advances to Customers 
at the Head Office and 
Branches .o+ce.cesessee 


Bg Liabilities of Customers 
for Drafts accepted by the 
Bank (as per Contra) .. 

By Freehold Premises in 
Lombard Street and 
Nicholas Lene, Freehold 
and Leasehold Property 
at the Branches, with 
Fixtures and Fittings .. 

Less Amount trans- 
ferred from Profit and 


LOSS scccccccecestecece 


9,048,476 10 0 


21,483,242 


3,389,167 13 2 


500,122 i8 7 


15,000 0 0 


£39,154,695 


4 3) 


2 


6,795,439 15 8 


7,001,722 10 10 


485,122 18 7 


6 


Dr. 
To Interest paid to Customers «scossceseee 
To Salaries and all other Expenses at Head 
Office and Branches, including Income 
Tax on Profits and Salaries.........e++e 
To Transferred to the Credit of Premises 


£ 6.4, 
79,586 15 8 


200,016 13 1 
15,000 0 0 
34,091 5 8 


ACCOUNE .cccrecere evcseceee 
To Rebate on Bills not due, carried to New 
ACCOUNE covccsseee 
To Dividend, 10 per cent. 
for the Half-year ...... £290,000 0 0 
To Balance carried forward 54,641 17 11 


254,641 17 iL 


£583,336 11 11 
Cr. 2 6.4 
By Balance brought forward from last ac- 
COUNE -cccccccccce seccceccoccees 29,404 2 4 
By Gross Profit for the Half-year, after 
making provision for bad and doubtful 
debts, and including rebate, £39,611 
12s, 3d., brought from 3lst December last 


553,932 9 7 


£583,336 11 11 
Exemined and audited by us, —_ 
(Signed) WM. A. JONES, Audit 

A. H, PHILLPOTTS, } Committee 
W. G, RATHBONE, of Directors. 
W. McKEWAN, General Manager. 
JAS. GRAY, Chief Accountant. 
London and County Banking Company (Limited), 
12th Jaly, 1889. 

We have examined the foregoing Balance-sheet, and 
Profit and Loss Account, have verifizd the Cash Balance at 
the Bank of England, the Stocks there registered, and the 
other investments of the Bank. We have also examined the 
several Books and Vouchers showing the Cash Balances, 
Bills, and other amounts set forth, the whole of which 
are correctly stated; and we are of opinion this Balance- 
sheet and Profit and Loss Account are full and fair, properly 
drawn up, and exhibit a true and correct view of the 
OCompany’s affairs as shown by the books of the Company. 

(Signed) HENRY GUNN, 
WILLIAM NORMAN, 
RICHARD H, SWAINE, 
London and County Banking Company (Limited), 


18th July, 1889, 
ONDON 


Auditors. 


and COUNTY BANKING 

COMPANY (Limited).—Notice is hereby given, that @ © 
DIVIDEND on the capital of the Company, at the rate of 10 
per cent. for the half-year ending 30th June, 1839, will be 
PAYABLE to the Preprictors, either at the Head Office, 2!, 
Lombard-street, or at any of the Company’s branches, 0a 
er after Monday, the 12th ——o order of the Board, 

W. McKE 


A AN, Genera] Manager. 
21, Lombard-street, 2nd August, 1889, 





